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nOi'JTAi'JA  STATE  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH 
AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCES 
Septeniber  3,  1976 


Comments  Concerning 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  Sun  Prairie  Village  - a proposed 
subdivision  in  Cascade  County 


A draft  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  was  proposed 
and  circulated  by  tne  State  Department  of  Healtii  and  Environ- 
mental Sciences.  cony  of  tie  comm.ents  and  department  response 
is  enclosed. 

Based  on  tae  substance  of  t’le  comments,  the  department 
v/aives  the  requirement  for  a first  EIS  pursuant  to  The  Uniform 
Rules  implementing  tne  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act, 

16-2 . 2 (2) -P2040  (Rule  V),  section  (2)  (a)  and  (b)  . 

The  department  anticipates  approval  of  the  proposed  sub- 
division V7hen  the  approval  conditions  listed  on  page  30  and  31 
are  fulfilled. 


Sincerely , 


Mward  W.  Casne,  Chief 
Subdivision  Bureau 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 
Department  of  Health  and 
Environmental  Sciences 


fj 
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MONTANA  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMUNITY  AFFAIRS 

1 

Capitol  Station,  Helena,  Montana  59601 

__j  Thomas  L.  fudge 
Governor 


August  20,  1976 


Edward  W.  Casne,  Chief 
Subdivision  Bureau 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 
Board  of  Health 
Helena,  Montana  59601 


We  have  reviewed  the  draft  environmental  statement  for  the  pro- 
posed Sun  Prairie  Village  mobile  home  subdivision  in  Cascade 
County.  The  statement  appears  to  thoroughly  discuss  the  potential 
impact  of  this  major  development,  and  in  particular  those  aspects 
of  the  development  which  will  have  an  impact  upon  local  government 
and  the  community,  such  as  tax  revenue,  costs  of  public  services, 
transportation  needs  and  land  use. 

However,  the  statement  is  not  clear  in  regard  to  an  important 
question  relating  to  both  the  water  and  sewer  systems.  According 
to  the  statement,  the  wells  are  located  three-fourths  of  a mile 
southeast  of  the  subdivision  near  the  Sun  River.  Is  the  well 
site  located  on  land  owned  by  the  developer  and  will  the  home 
owners'  association  receive  title  to  this  property?  If  it  is  not 
owned  by  the  developer,  will  a permanent  easement  be  provided  by 
the  property  owner  to  permit  maintenance  of  the  wells  and  asso- 
ciated water  lines? 

The  spray  irrigation  system  to  be  installed  initially  will  require 
forty  acres  of  land.  Will  this  forty  acres  be  included  within 
the  subdivision  itself  and  if  not,  will  the  homeowners'  association 
be  provided  with  title  to  the  separate  property  to  be  used  for 
irrigation?  The  same  questions  also  apply  to  the  additional 
forty  acres  which  may  be  needed  in  the  event  that  maximum  sewage 
flow  occurs.  The  statement  says  that  the  department  must  be 
assured  that  sufficient  land  is  available  should  this  happen. 

How  does  the  department  propose  to  "assure  that  sufficient  land 
is  available?"  Any  arrangement  to  provide  this  eighty  acre  area 
must,  of  course,  be  permanent.  Permanent  access  could  only  be 
effectively  assured  by  conveying  title  to  the  area  to  the  home 
owners'  association,  or  by  providing  a perpetual  easement  for  the 
disposal  of  treated  waste  water. 

We  believe  that  the  final  impact  should  address  these  questions 
in  detail. 


Ronald  P.  Richards,  Director  406/449-3494 


Digitized  by  the  Internet  Archive 
in  2017  with  funding  from 
Montana  State  Library 


https://archive.org/details/environmentalim1978mont_0 


Edward  W.  Casne,  Chief 
Page  2 

August  20,  1976 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 


Sincerely , 


David  C.  Cole 
Planner 

DCA/Division  of  Planning 


DCC/nh 


Acting  Director 


September  3,  1976 


Mr.  David  C.  Cole,  Planner 
DCA/Division  of  Planning 
Department  of  Community 
Affairs 

Capitol  Station 
Helena,  Montana  59601 

Dear  Mr.  Cole: 

Thank  you  for  your  response  to  the  draft  EIS  concerning 
the  proposed  Sun  Prairie  Village  Subdivision. 

A copy  of  the  easements  for  the  water  supply  and  sewage 
disposal  systems  are  on  file  with  the  Subdivision  Bureau. 

We  have  received  verification  from  our  Legal  Division  that 
these  easements  will  provide  the  necessary  safeguards  to  as- 
sure adequate  land  availability  and  access. 

I trust  that  this  letter  answers  your  questions,  if  not 
feel  free  to  contact  this  office. 


Sincerely 


Subdivision  Bureau 
Environmental  Sciences 
Division 


EWC/js 
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July  27,  1976 


Edward  // . Casne,  Chief 
Eubdivisi on  Bureau 


Sun  Praii'ie  Village 
Cascade  County,  I'ont 


Dear  Sir: 

After  reading  the  E.T.S.  on  the  above  proposed  developen'.ent , 

I find  many  of  the  statements  vague,  inconclusive , & contradictory. 

1-  Fara.  2 " 29  multi  family  residential  lots".  To  determine  the 

requitements  for  water, sewer,  & traffic,  one  must  know  how  many 
people  are  going  to  live  in  the  devlopement.  Just  how  ' m.ultt' 
are  these  lots??  Tv/o  trailers,  or  a 100  unit  high-rise?? 

• 

Para. 3 " 26  acres  for  parks  ( mope  then  one). 

On  page  12  it  implys  one  26  acre  park.  It  does  state  as-fact  the 
park  will  be  established  and  maintained  by  the  homeowners.  On  page 
14  it  furtiier  states  the  park  will  be  near  the  sewer  lagoon,  in 
the  bl?h!-:  'illcaline  area. 

Lots  face  a few  more  facts  that  aren't  mentioned.  Transient 
(Boeing)  trailer  dwelleps  are  not  about  to  spend  their  money  on 
a park  th'^y  might  use  for  a year  or  two.  In  that  length  of  time 
the  grass  will  hardly  have  time  to  get  well  established.  The 
permanent  dwellers  are  not  to  likly  to  foot  the  bill  alone,  for 
all  the  things  needed  to  establish  and  maintain  a park.  Number 
one  for  a big  expense,  is  who  would  put  in  the  irrigation?? 

Then  we  have  the  fact  that  it  is  in  a black  alkaline  area,  where 
nothing  vd.!!  grow,  and  next  to  the  sewer  lagoon,  v/here  the  smell 
is  anything  but  pleasent.  In  short,  no  park. 

3-Para. 5 " storm  water  drainage-  will  percolate  miost  of  the  time" 
Under  the  present  conditions,  I might  agree, BUT,  there  is  going 
to  be  50  acres  of  asphalt  surfaced  roads,  which  will  have  100^ 
run-off,  505  traileps,  depending  on  size,  will  cover  another  3 to 
10  acres,  with  100^^  run-off.  40  and  possibly  80  acres  will  be 
irrigated  to  the  maximum  from,  the  sewer  lagoon.  How  much  run-off 
will  that  have.^  One  thing  we  know-  noae  of  that  run-off  is  there  now. 
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1 - Para.  2 Armstong*s  pump  test  data;  364,000  Gals,  in  23.33  hDs. 

The  5 wells  are  cat)able  of  putting  out  over  one  million  Gals, 
in  24  hours.  V/ith  500  or  more  lawns,  and  a 26  acre  park,  should 
it  ever  be  established,  you  can  bet  they  will  need  that  much. 

Lets  be  realistic.  Pumping  one  third  of  capacity  for  24  hours, 
couldn't  possibly  have  any  effect  on  outlying  wells. 

-Para. 3 " Steve  White's  conclusion",  " The  draw-down  effect  to 
surrounding  wells  is  minimal,  due  to  the  proximity  of  the  Sun  River." 
That  statement  is  only  taking  up  space  in  the  report-  it  meanS 
nothing.  An  above  ground  river  has  nothing  to  do  with  an  underground 
j well.  He  then  recomm.ends  that  notice  procedures  be  waived  on 
this  application.  I DO  NOT.  I recommend  the  notices  not  be  waived, 
untill  such  time  as  the  maximum  output  of  the  wells  in  question, 
has  been  maintained,  for  a sufficient  length  of  time  ( a year^ 
to  show  it  will  not  effect  outlying  wells,  giving  the  outlying 
j wells  priority,  should  the  water  table  draw  down. 

- Last  & 1st  Para.  ' Giving  elevations  of  the  top  of  the  dike 
above  mean  sea  level,  and  stateing;  " This  means  the  dikes  are 
well  above  the  100  year  flood."  That  certainly  is  mishandling 
the  truth.  The  dikes  are  not  above  the  flood  plain,  and  an  addition 
on  page  31 » letter  D,  it  should  be  stated  how  the  dikes  are  to 
be  protected,  with  concrete,  large  rocks,  or  whatever  is  adequate. 

’While  we  are  on  the  subject  of  sewer  lagoon  dikes,  I have  another 
question.  What  happens  to  the  flood  water  being  dispalced  by  almost 
7 acres  af  lagoon  dikes??  Whare  will  that  water  go  during  the  next 
flood??  North  of  the  dikes,  into  the  trailer  park?  South  of  them, 
into  Sun  Prairie  Estates?  Will  it  bafek  up  some  of  it??  In  1975 
the  county  road  was  under  water  about  10  inches  deep  for  a couple 
hundred  yards.  That  lagoon  is  right  in  the  path  of  the  flowing 
flood  water,  and  it's  going  to  have  an  effect  on  it. 
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4-  Sewage  flow  and  disposal; 

^ To  obtain  the  figures  given  for  sewage  flow,  some  number  of  persons, 
times  100  gals,  per  day  per  capita,  had  to  be  used.  iViy  calculator 
shows  this  number  to  be  178?  persons.  On  page  11,  pasagraph  2, 
ist  states  what  type  people  are  anticipated  in  the  trailer  park. 
Elsewhere  it  states  505  single  family  lots,  and  the  29  multi  family 
lots.  Using  the  figures  given  on  page  11  of  the  E.I.3.  for  the 
family  size,  we  get  176?  persons  on  the  505  single  family  lots. 

You  mean  only  20  persons  live  on  the  29  multi  family  lots?? 

I know  that  untill  the  the  number  of  persons  anticipated  for 
the  multi-family  lots  is  an  established  fact,  all  we  can  do  is 
guess  at  that  number,  but  why  guess  so  low?? 

DISPOSAL!  I'll  concur,  the  soil  can  handle  5 additional  inches 
of  moisture,  bringing  the  maximum  to  27  inches.  In  that  case, 
you  will  also  have  to  concur  that  some  years  it  rains  more  than 
other  years.  During  those  years,  it  will  not  take  the  5 additional 
inches,  and  may  not  even  take  the  staiidard  22  inches.  vVhat  then?? 
100^;^  runoff  into  the  Sun  River??  On  that  short  notice,  more  land 
and  a larger  irrigation  system  cannot  be  put  into  use. 

As  for  the  Berkley  B-3  pump,  with  the  6 inch  suction  and 
disbharge,  it  sounds  very  impressive,  but;  a B-3  pump  has  a 4 inch 
intake,  and  3 inch  discharge,  and  you  can  put  10  inch  connections 
on  each  end,  and  still  have  only  a 3 inch  pump. 

10-  Para  8 & 9 " type  of  persons  living  in  Sun  Prairie  Estates" 

“^^I  guess  you  could  call  me  a * professional'.  Truck  driving  is 
classed  as  a profession,  but  I sure  as  hell  am  not  classed  with 
'professinal  and  white  cQllar  managerial'  as  stated  in  the  E.I.S. 
and  don't  know  of  anyone  out  here  who  is. 

I drive  for  Garrett,  and  two  others  drive  for  the  B.N. 

Three  carpenters,  a 1-man  constKuction(  gravel  and  grade),  vVards 
employee,  retired  osteopath,  couple  of  insurance  salesman,  a 
full-time  Guardsman,  a smelterman,  and  a teacher,  make  up  about 
half  the  number  cf  persons  livl.ng  here.  The  other  half  fall  in 
similar  groups. Does  that  sound  like  a group  of  rich  people??  V/eare 
for  the  most  part,  a group  of  working  stiffs,  fed  up  with  city 
living,  struggling  like  hell  to  keep  what  we  have,  and  who-ever 
wrote  that  statement  about  us,  can  take  his  presumptions  and 
stick  them  in  his  ear. 
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11-  Fara.  8.  Sun  Prairie  Estates  didn't  try  and  block  the  deveiopement . 
The  petition  our  three  spokesman  presented  at  the  public  meeting, 
held  for  just  that  reason,  had  100%  of  the  residents  signatures 

on  it,  along  with  a few  facts  like  people  living  over  a high 
pressure  gas  line,  and  under  high  voltage  wires,  the  sewer 
lagoon  in  the  10  year  flood  plain,  and  the  smell  created  by  it, 
the  traffic  congestion,  the  crouded  conditions  of  a trailer  park, 
which  would  spill  the  kids  and  dogs  over  into  Sun  Praitie  Estates, 
just  to  mention  a few  of  the  things.  I guess  that  explains  why 
we  thought  we  had  been  ' steamrollered'.  Nobody  even  knev;  we  were 
there . 

12- Para  3-Kids  playing  in  the  narrow  streets-  just  what  we  really 
need.  There  is  no  mention  of  small  motorcycles,  or  dogs,  an  you 
can  bet  there  will  be  planty  of  both,  with  little  control  over 
the  former,  .and  noneover  the  latter,  What  happens  when  the  dogs 
pack  up  and  harass  the  livestock??  With  around  30  families,  at 
the  time,  we  have  had  two  such  incidents  out  here,  about  a year 
ago.  After  a dog  or  two  ' disappeared*  and  some  nasty  words  flew 
back  and  forth,  things  calmed  down  and  there  has  been  no  trouble 
since,  but  that  was  with  30  families,  and  now  we  are  talking  500/ 

1 3- 

From  this  page,  I gather  my  taxes  are  going  to  go  up  because  of 
the  deveiopement,  and  the  rest  of  the  county  gets  to  spend  a 
half  million  more  for  education  alone,  plus  all  the  fire  an 
police  protection.  Then,  if  the  trailers  are  set  up  right,  the 
owners  pay  much  less  in  taxes,  and  the  county  gets  to  pick  up 
what  the  trailer  owners  save.  The  whole  project  costs  the  County  money 
which  in  turn  costs  us,  so  a developer  can  make  some  money, 
somehow  that  doesn't  grab  me  as  quite  farr, 

14-  para  4 for  a contradiction,  where  the  developer  claims  the  land 
is  marginal  farmland,  and  the  A.S.C.S.  office  rates  it  average. 

Fara,  7-  This  I mentioned  earlier,  about  the  sewer  lagoon  an  the 
park,  being  located  in  the  high  alkaline  area. 

17-  Traffic  conditions. 

1 8 

With  the  A.D.T.  on  the  Frontage  road  at  6 50  now,  and  the 
anticipated  A.D.T.  from  the  Deveiopement  between  3700  an  5300, 
you  better  believe  we  will  need  left  turn  lanes  at  both  entrances 
on  the  frontage  road,  and  they  should  be  at  least  a half  mile  long, 

and  they  should  be  funded  100%  by  the  developer,  since  it's  his 
money  making  project  that  is  causing  the  need  for  them. 
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It’s  also  suggested  the  existing  county  road  be  built  per- 
pendicular to  the  frontage  road,  and  I would  have  to  agree  with 
that,  whether  or  not  the  trailer  park  is  built. 

9-  Para  8,  Here  we  have  another  ' contradiction*.  Elsewhere  it 
is  mentioned  there  will  be  from  1 to  2 children  per  dwelling, 
on  the  single  family  lots.  Now  in  Paragaaph  8 it  says  a high 
ratio  of  children  per  occupancy  is  expected. 

0-  The  need  for  a trailer  park-  People  shifting  around. 

^The  Countryside  Village  trailer  court  on  the  north  edge  of  Great 
Falls  has  now  been  approved,  and  should  take  care  of  anyone  on 
a waiting  list,  and  any  influx  of  Boeing  personell,  so  we  really 
don't  need  another  one. 

As  for  the  people  in  trailer  courts  in  Great  Falls  moving 
out  to  this  one,  I'd  like  to  know  why??  vVith  the  price  of  gasoline 
going  higher  all  the  time,  they  can't  afford  to  drive  into  town 
to  go  to  work.  I'm  keeping  in  mind  that  these  people  won't  be  as 
financially  well-to-do  as  we  here  in  S.P. Estates.  That  trailer 
park  will  be  just  as  crouded  as  any  in  town,  so  they  will  not  have 
the  things  we  moved  out  here  for,  namely  room.  With  4 lots  on  an 
acre,  compared  to  one  on  10  acres,  there  just  is  no  comparison. 

3-  Energy  demands. 

Montana  Power  just  had  a big  rate  incfease,  in  part,  to 
encourage  conservation,  because  they  are  in  short  supply.  Now 
they  have  all  the  energy  needed  to  supply  the  developement , 
and  everyone  knows  trailers  aren't  noted  for  their  quality  insulation 
and  economy  of  heating  and  cooling. 

24 

Zoning; 

Just  exactly  what  is  going  on  here,  is  difficult  to  say. 

One  says  they  can,  one  says  they  can't-  but  we  do  know  they  did 
waive  the  zoning  recommendation.  On  March  1^^1976,  the  developer 
was  informed,  that  according  to  law  he  form  a zonigg  district 
before  any  lots  are  sold,  and  as  we  know,  he  did  not  form  this 
district,  but  he  ran  an  ad  in  the  Great  Falls  Tribune  from  March 
19»  1976  to  March  26th,  1976,  offering  lots  for  sale  in  the  pro- 
posed developement,  and  ran  a similar  ad  again  in  April  of  1976. 

The  sewer  lagoon  is  well  along  it's  way  to  completion,  an  there 
is  a group  of  materials  of  some  kind  over  there,  and  has  been 
for  some  timxe,  and  yet  nothing  has  been  appoved.  Actions  of  this 
type  seem  quite  presumptuot»>and  high  handed  to  me. 
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3t  'Condition  $B)' Delete  the  ' homeowners  Ass'n."  and  pilit  it  up 
to  the  developer  to  maintain  and  operate  the  spray  irrigation 
system,  v/hat  if  the  homeowners  do  not  form  an  Ass'n.? 

'*  condition  ( D ) ' 

ohoulfi  specify  how  the  dikes  are  to  be  ]'>rotocted  from  f]o\Ning 
flood  water-  Concrete,  large  rocks,  whatever  is  adequate  to  keep 
the  dikes  from  washing  away. 

Gentleman,  you  asked  for  comments,  and  there  you  have  them. 

I tried  to  keep  it  short,  but  believe  me,  I wanted  to  say  ten 
times  as  much  as  I did.  True,  my  views  are  biased.  I like  things 
as  they  are  now,  with  the  nearest  neighbor  two  tenths  of  a mile 
away.  I know  that  can't  last,  but  it's  nice  as  long  as  it  does. 

When  all  the  lots  are  filled,  it  won't  be  as  nice  as  it  is  now, 
but  it's  still  roomier  than  in  town,  something  the  trailer  park 
dwellers  won't  have,  but  will  take  away  from  us. 

Wilbh  2000  people  in  the  area,  there  will  be  no  more,  not  locking 
things  up  tight, at  night,  or  by  day,  for  that  matter.  Everything 
is  going  to  chknge,  and  none  of  the  changes  will  be  for  the  better, 
except  for  the  developer,  he  stands  to  make  a million. 

Thank  you. 


Yours  truly, 

Duane  Schwecke 

Rt.  1 vVest-  Box  195 

Great  Falls,  ¥.ont,  59^01 
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Department  of  Health  and  Er^ronmental  Sciences 

'state  of  moimtaima  HELENA,  MONTANA  59601 


A.  C.  Knight,  M.D. 


Acting  Director 


September  3,  1976 


Mr.  Duane  Schwecke 
Route  1 ’^'7est,  Box  195 
Great  Falls,  Montana  59401 

Dear  Mr.  Schwecke: 

We  appreciate  your  meticulous  review  of  the  Sun  Prairie 
Village  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS) . Such  a review 
gives  us  a better  insight  concerning  portions  of  the  EIS  which 
might  be  in  error  or  unclear. 

In  response  to  your  comments,  we  thought  it  v/ould  be  best 
to  discuss  our  analysis  of  the  EIS  in  the  same  chronological 
sequence  you  used.  Thus,  we'll  begin  v/ith: 

Page  1 - Paragraph  2:  Multi-family  residential  lots  are 
restricted  to  tv/o- family  dwellings  according  to  the  restric- 
tive covenants.  The  covenants  mention  "duplex  dwellings  con- 
taining only  one  story,"  with  the  v/ord  building  used  throughout 
the  section.  In  another  part  of  the  covenants  it  says,  "In  no 
event  shall  more  than  one  mobile  home  be  permitted  to  be  used 
on  any  lot,  even  v;here  two-family  or  duplex  dwellings  or  greater 
density  of  population  may  be  permitted." 

Paragraph  3 : The  covenants  give  the  homeowners  associa- 
tion the  authority  to  levy  fees  to  be  used  "...  exclusively 
to  promote  the  recreation,  health,  safety  and  welfare  of  the 
residents.  . ."  Thus  there  will  be  money  available  to  build 
and  maintain  parks. 

In  terms  of  number  of  parks,  there  are  three,  and  yes,  you 
read  correctly,  one  is  next  to  the  sewage  lagoon  in  the  black 
alkaline  area.  From  what  I remember  of  the  area,  there  is  a 
grass  cover,  but  the  alkaline  apparently  prevents  the  growing 
of  cash  grain  crops.  Possibly  the  location  isn't  ideal--next 
to  the  lagoon — but  we  can't  control  questions  of  design.  The 
county  planning  board  normally  discusses  such  questions,  and 
I don't  know  if  it  considered  the  matter. 

Page  2 - Paragraph  5:  You  have  a good  point,  and  that's 
why  we  attached  item  3(a),  page  30,  to  the  list  of  conditions 
for  approving  the  development. 

Page  3 - Paragraplis  2 and  3:  (Refer  to  Appendix  A and  B) 

Page  3 - Last  Paragraph,  Page  4 - First  Paragraph:  (Refer 
to  Appendix  B,  C and  D) 


Mr.  Duano  Schwecke 
Sentember  3,  1976 
Page  2 

Pages  4 & 5:  (Refer  to  Appendix  B and  C) 

Page  10  - Paragraphs  8 and  9:  We're  sure  you  can  apprec- 
iate the  fact  that  we,  like  people  in  most  jobs,  have  certain 
time  and  money  constraints. 

We  would  have  liked  to  have  been  able  to  talk  with  each 
property  owner  in  the  area,  but  couldn't.  It  is  difficult  to 
describe  the  social/cultural  make-up  of  any  community,  but  v/e 
think  we  did  a pretty  good  job  considering  our  resources.  Con- 
cerning the  identification  of  the  three  groups,  we  feel  it  is 
pretty  close,  and  tlie  fact  that  persons  might  not  be  "v;hite 
collar  managerial  and  professional  ..."  types  doesn't  elimi- 
nate the  fact  that  people  living  in  Sun  Prairie  Estates  are 
enjoying  the  best  of  tv;o  worlds--v7orking  in  the  city,  living 
in  the  country.  Plus  I don't  tiiink  living  in  the  developm.ent 
necessarily  implies  great  wealth,  but  it  does  imply  that  fam- 
ilies have  enough  money  to  buy  tracts  of  land,  build  homes  and 
commute  back  and  forth  to  Great  Falls. 

Page  11  - Paragraph  8:  We  appreciate  the  situation.  Some- 
times making  one's  position  knov/n  is  difficult. 

Page  12  - Paragraph  3:  The  covenants  say  no  nets  shall  be 
allowed  to  run  at  large,  but  the  covenants  are  only  as  good  as 
the  people  who  control  them.  If  there  are  Problems,  you  do 
have  tv/o  recourses,  the  sheriff's  office  and  the  county  commis- 
sioners . 


Page  13:  This  is  something  your  county  commissioners  v/ere 
av;are  of  when  they  approved  the  preliminary  plat.  It  is  their 
responsibility  to  consider  such  situations  and  if  the  develop- 
ment doesn't  increase  taxes,  they  can  take  credit  for  the  suc- 
cess, but  if  it  increases  taxes  they  must  take  their  chances  at 
the  polls. 


Page  14:  One  reason  v/e  check  all  information  is  to  see  if 
there  are  contradictions.  If  there  are,  we  include  both  con- 
tentions and  let  the  reader  judge  who  he  feels  is  most  credible. 

Page  17  and  13:  Driving  for  Garrett  I'm  sure  you  can  ap- 
preciate the  section  devoted  to  transporation  safety.  There 
are  some  problems  tlie  county,  tlie  State  Department  of  Highways 
and  the  developer  should  try  to  iron  out  before  an  accident 
occurs . 

Page  19  - Paragraph  3:  The  figures  of  1-2  children  per 
dv/elling  ivould  be  a high  ratio  of  children  if  each  family  living 
in  Sun  Prairie  Village  had  children.  However,  undoubtedly 
families  v;ill  range  from  retired  couples  to  persons  with  child- 
ren to  young  couples  without  children.  The  question  of  children 
is  an  educated  guess  at  best. 
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Mr.  Duane  Schwecke 
September  3,  1976 
Page  3 

Page  23:  Again,  the  reason  energy  was  discussed  v/as  that 
it  could  be  a problem. 

Pages  24-28:  If  the  actions  "...  seem  quite  presumptuous 
and  high  handed  . . ."to  you,  you  should  go  to  the  source  of 
the  controversy,  your  county  commissioners.  They  are  tlie  ones 
who  control  such  matters,  and  as  you  have  read,  are  the  ones 
who  made  the  decisions. 

Page  31:  (Refer  to  Appendix  D) 

Again,  thank  you  for  your  comments.  We  have  tried  to  answer 
your  questions  in  a straight,  forward  manner  and  hope  we  have 
clarified  rather  than  muddled  parts  of  the  EIS.  If  you  have  more 
questions  call  or  v/rite. 


Sincerely 


Subdivision  Bureau 
Environmental  Sciences 
Division 


EWC/js 


cc:  Tom  Ellerhoff 

Al  Kepnner 
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R RESOURCES 
DIVISION 

IRIN  FERRIS 
5M1NISTRATOR 


MONTANA  DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL 
RESOURCES  AND  CONSERVATION 

THOMAS  L.  JUDGE.  GOVERNOR 

GARY  WICKS  DIRECTOR 


MEMBERS  OF  THE  BOARD 
JOSEPH  W.  SABOL.  chairman 
VIOLA  HERAK 
DR  WILSON  F CLARK 
DEAN  HANSON 
WILLIAM  BERTSCHE 
CECIL  WEEDING 
DAVID  G.  DRUM 


449  3634 

32  SOUTH  EWING 
NATURAL  RESOURCES  BUILDING 
HELENA.  MONTANA  59601 


August  20,  1976 


Mr.  Edward  Casne,  Chief 

Subdivision  Bureau 

Environmental  Planning  Division 

Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 

Helena,  MT  59601 

Dear  Mr.  Casne: 

Enclosed  is  a response  written  by  Tom  Patton,  Water  Rights  Bureau 
Geologist  familiar  with  this  appropriation,  to  comments  directed  to  your 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  by  Mr.  Duane  Schweke.  We  are  specif- 
ically addressing  the  comments  on  page  2 of  Mr.  Schweke's  letter  concerning 
the  hydrologic  operation  of  the  Sun  Prairie  Village  wells. 

If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  the  response,  please  contact  us. 


Sincerely, 


.aurence  Siroky,  Chief 
Water  Rights  Bureau 


TP/cf 

Enclosure 
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Menco,  Inc. 

1300  Marshall  Lane 
Helena,  Mt.  59601 

August  13,  1976 


Edward  W.  Casne 
llivision  Bureau 
'Lronmental  Sciences  Division 
ina,  Mt.  59601 

ic  Ed: 

I will  reply  to  the  letter  of  Mr.  Duane  Schweke  dated  July  27,  1976 
le  3 Par(a)  2 Armstrong's  Pump  Test  Data 

The  water  system  of  Sun  Prairie  Village  was  designed  for  200  gallons  of 
water  per  day  per  person.  It  has  been  found  that  this  amount  of  water  pro- 
vides ample  water  for  a community  of  this  size.  This  amount  of  water  per 
person  amounts  to  336,000  gallons  per  day  not  the  1 million  gallons  referred 
to  by  Mr.  Schweke. 

c;es  3 & 4 last  & first  Par(a) 

The  entire  sewage  lagoon  is  out  of  the  100  year  flood  area.  This  has 
shown  by  the  drawing  furnished  by  the  Board  of  Natural  Resoures.  The  eleva- 
tions directly  South  of  the  sewage  lagoon  are  some  4'  lower  than  the  base  of 
the  dikes.  Therefore  any  flooding  to  occur  would  be  the  the  South  of  the 
lagoon.  There  will  be  ^ flood  water  displaced  by  the  lagoon  because  the 
lagoon  is  not  in  the  flood  plain.  That  lagoon  is  not  right  in  the  path  of 
I of  the  flowing  flood  water  and  it  is  no^  going  to  have  an  effect  on  it. 

for  the  Berkeley  B-3  Pump 

It  is  quite  commonplace  for  designers  to  use  a pump  with  a 4”  suction 
and  a 3"  discharge  and  to  provide  for  a 6"  suction  line  and  6"  discharge  line. 

By  increasing  the  size  of  these  two  lines  the  cross  sections  area  is  increased, 
the  velocity  is  reduced,  the  friction  loss  is  reduced,  therefore  the  system 
is  more  efficient.  That  is  why  we  use  a 6"  suction  line  and  a 6"  discharge 
line.  If  we  used  10”  connections  on  each  end  of  the  pump,  as  mentioned  by 
Mr.  Schweke,  it  would  again  add  efficiency  to  the  system.  However  we  did  not 
believe  that  that  added  efficiency  was  warranted  because  of  the  cost  benefit 
ratio. 

Ed,  I have  tried  to  be  objective  in  this  reply.  If  you  have  any  other  questions 
lout  Mr.  Schweke' s letter  please  call  on  me. 


Yours  truly. 


Ralph  L.  Menasc'^o 
Vice-President 


I 


Response  to  Duane  Schweke's  comments  concerning  the  hydrologic  operation  of 
wells  owned  by  Sun  Prairie  Village. 

The  quotes  on  Page  3 of  the  Montana  Department  of  Health  and 
Environmental  Sciences  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  attributed  to 
Steve  White  were  taken  from  the  summary  of  his  report.  Hydrologic  Report 
and  Summary  of  Application  6853-q41K.  The  backup  data  on  which  this  summary 
I was  based'  was  not  included,  which  may  have  confused  the  issue  somewhat., 

Mro  Schweke's  comments  can  be  broken  down  into  three  areas;  surface  water  and 
1 ground  water  connections;  the  predicted  adverse  effect  caused  by  the  wells; 

!.  and  the  recommendation  for  waiver  of  notice  procedures. 

I 

I 

I Connection  between. "above  ground  river"  and  "underground  well" 

I Such  connections  do  exist  and  are  very  common.  Riverbed  aquifer  systems 

are  almost  always  in  close  connection  with  flowing  streams.  In  the  Sun  River 
valley,  sand  and  gravels  are  found  below  180T  feet  of  silt  and  clay  deposited 
by  Glacial  Lake  Great  Falls  and  above  the  bedrock.  The  bedrock  which  under- 
lies the  alluvium  according  to  the  Geologic  Map  of  Montana  of  1955  is  the 
Colorado  Shale,  and  is  not  normally  considered  to  be  an  aquifer.  This 
formation  would  not  supply  any  large  amounts  of  water  to  the  gravel.  The 
overlying  silts  and  clays,  while  they  are  probably  water  saturated,  are  too 
impermeable  to  transmit  large  amounts  of  water.  The  most  logical  explanation 
then,  is  that  the  gravels  are  connected  in  some  manner  to  the  river.  Further 
documentation  that  such  conditions  can  and  do  exist  is  found  in  the  following 
textbooks  and;  reports. 

Johnson  Well  Manual:  Johnson  Division,  Universal  Oil  Products 
Company,  1972. 

Ground  Water  Resource  Evaluation:  by  William  C,  Walton,  McGraw- 
Hill  Book  Company,  1970. 

Hydrogeology:  by  Stanley  N.  Davis,  John  Wiley  & Sons,  Inc.  1966. 

Computation  of  Rate  and  Volume  of  Stream  Depletion  by  Wells: 

C.T.  Jenkins,  Chapter  D-1,  Book  4,  Hydrologic  Analyses  and 
Interpretation,  U.S.  Geological  Survey,  1970. 

Further  supporting  this  relationship  is  the  time  versus  drawdown  data 
developed  by  the  pump  test.  This  data  indicates  that  drawdown  is  being  lessened 
to  some  extent  by  vertical  leakage,  and  to  a large  extent  by  recharge  induced 
from  the  river.  In  the  pumping  test,  water  levels  stabilized  at  approximately 
700  minutes,  and  held  constant  for  the  duration  of  the  test  to  approximately 
1400  minutes..  It  seems  most  reasonable  that  the  river  is  in  fact  providing  the 
recharge  to  compensate  for  the  pumping. 

Steve  White's  Predicted  Adverse  Effect  Caused  by  the  Sun  Prairie  Village  Wells 

The  pump  test  described  above  serves  not  only  to  determine  actual 
drawdowns  caused  by  a certain  rate  of  pumping,  but  can  be  used  to  predict 
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Response  ta  comments 
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August  20,  1976 


drawdowns  caused  by  different  pumping  rates „ One  method  used  of  analyzing 
time-drawdown  data  is  by  using  the  Theis  equations  as  modified  by  Jacob.  These 
equations  develop  coefficients  which  describe  the  water-yielding  characteristics 
of  the  aquifer.  Using  the  coefficients,  Steve  White  estimated  the  adverse 
effect  of  pumping  750  gallons  per  minute  (1,080,000  gallons  per  day)  for  168 
days  continuously,  appropriating  550  acre-feet.  This  volume  is  the  total 
annual  appropriation  allowed  by  the  water  right.  While  this  may  not  be  the 
actual  pumping  pattern  used,  it  places  a much  stronger  stress  on  the  aquifer 
than  allowing  the  same  amount  of  water  to  be  pumped  in  365  days.  Taking  this 
extreme  case,  Steve  White  calculated  that  drawdown  in  adjacent  areas  after 
pumping  750  gallons  per  minute  (1,080,000  gallons  per  day)  for  168  days 
continuously  would  approximate: 


Distance  in  feet  from 
The  Sun  Prairie  Village  Wells 


Drawdown  in  Feet 


1550 

1100 

600 

350 


0.2 

1.0 

2.0 

3.0 


Waiver  of  l^otice  Procedures  Recommendation 

Based  on  his  findings.  Water  Rights  Bureau  records  of  neighboring 
wells,  and  verbal  notification  (verified  in  writing  April  15,  1976)  that 
the  Sun  Prairie  County  Water  District  felt  that  their  water  supply  would  not 
be  affected,  Steve  White  recommended  that  notice  procedures  pursuant  to 
Section  89-881,  R.C.M.  1947,  with  respect  to  water  rights  be  waived.  The 
Permit  to  Appropriate  Water  was  then  issued  under  the  following  conditions: 


1.  Subject  to  all  existing  water  rights  in  the  source  of  supply. 


2.  Subj'ect  to  any  final  determination  of  existing  water  rights, 
as  provided  by  Montana  law. 

Mr.  Schweke's  concern  that  outlying  wells  may  be  harmed  by  the  well 
field  should  be  alleviated  by  the  knowledge  that  the  full  amount  of  water  to 
be  appropriated  by  the  subdivision  was  used  in  analyzing  any  adverse  effect, 
and  that  the  Permit  was  issued  subject  to  all  existing  water  rights. 
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STATE  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH 
AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCES 


1 

liJECT 


Ed  Casne,  Subdivision  Bureau 
Bob  Bra i CO,  Water  Quality  Bureau 
Reply  to  E.  Casne  Memo  of  8/10/76 


DATE: 


August  24,  1976 


Questions  contained  in  paragraphs  2 and  3,  page  2 and  paragraph  2,  page  6, 
are  adequately  answered  by  Charles  Parrett's  letter  of  January  27,  1976  in 
which  he  stated: 


" . . . only  the  extreme  southwest  corner  of  the  proposed  subdivision  is 
subject  to  flooding  from  the  100-year  frequency  flood  event.  Since  this 
portion  of  the  subdivision  is  planned  only  for  open-space  park  use, 
flooding  should  not  adversely  affect  the  proposed  subdivision." 

"Although  all  other  portions  of  the  subdivision  are  beyond  the  expected 
100-year  flood  limits,  we  would  recomnend  that  the  developer  locate  the 
proposed  sewage  lagoon  on  natural  ground  that  is  one  foot  or  more  above 
3,340  feet  (MSL  datum)  in  elevation.  This  would  help  insure  that  the 
proposed  sewage  facilities  would  be  reasonably  safe  from  floods  larger 
than  the  100-year  frequency  event  (e.g.  the  1964  flood  event)  and  would 
also  provide  some  safety  factor  against  possible  error  in  the  calculated 
100-year  flood  limits.  We  would  further  recommend  that  the  developer 
provide  a vegetative  cover  on  all  sides  of  the  proposed  lagoon  to 
minimize  potential  erosion." 


Plans  submitted  by  the  developer’s  engineer  indicate  the  lagoon  facility 
will  be  located  as  recommended  aboveo  Maintenance  of  a good  vegetative  cover 
will  be  no  problem. 


Mr.  Schwecke  is  correct  in  raising  the  question  described  in  paragraph  1, 
page  3,  when  basing  projected  sewage  flows  on  an  average  contribution  of 
100  gpcd.  However,  100  gpcd  (a  national  average)  is  high  for  a strictly 
residential  area  with  no  possibility  of  infiltration  from  a high  groundwater 
table.  Unfortunately,  that  figure  was  used  in  the  EIS.  If  we  use  75  gpcd 
(USPHS  Manual  of  Septic  Tank  Practice),  the  consultant's  projected  flows  are 
reasonable  as  computed  belowo 

505  single  family  lots  x 3.5  persons/family  = 1,767  persons 

29  duplex*  lots  x 3.5  persons  x 2 families  = 203  persons 

1 ,970  persons 

25  commercial  lots  x ? = ? 

1970  persons  x 75  gpcd  = 147,750  gpd 

Menco,  InCo  (Basis  of  Design)  used  560  lots  x 3 persons/lot  x 100  gpcd 
= 168,000  gpd 

168,000 

-147,750 

20,250  left  for  commercial 
20,250  gpd  t 25  lots  = 810  gpd/lot 
810/75  gpcd  = 10.8  persons  (residential  equivalent 

for  commercial  lots) 


*0ur  phone  conversation  of  8/23/76 
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MONTANA  DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL 
RESOURCES  AND  CONSERVATION 

THOMAS  L.  JUDGE,  governor 

GARY  WICKS  DIRECTOR 

MEMBERS  OF  THE  BOARD 
JOSEPH  W.  SABOL.  chairman 
VIOLA  HERAK 
DR  WILSON  F CLARK 
DEAN  HANSON 
WILLIAM  BERTSCHE 
CECIL  WEEDING 
DAVID  G.  DRUM 

August  20,  1976 


Mr.  Edward  W.  Casne,  Chief 
Subdivision  Bureau 

Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 
Cogswell  Building 
Helena,  MT  59601 

Dear  Mr.  Casne: 

This  letter  is  in  response  to  comments  on  the  proposed  Sun  Prairie 
Village  which  you  received  from  Mr.  Duane  Schwecke. 

Concerning  Mr.  Schwecke 's  comment  about  the  dike,  I agree  that  the 
dikes  must  be  protected  from  erosion  with  rock  rip-rap  or  some  other 
suitable  material.  The  top  of  the  dike  is  well  above  the  100-year  flood 
elevation.  A well  protected  dike  with  an  impervious  core  built  to  the 
proposed  "top  of  dike"  elevation  will  fully  satisfy  the  State  requirements 
from  a Floodway  Management  standpoint.  The  impervious  core  will  also  help 
protect  the  functional  operation  of  the  lagoon  and  help  prevent  contamination 
of  the  immediate  area  in  case  of  extremely  heavy  precipitation  or  other 
failure  occurring  within  the  dike. 

The  dikes  surrounding  the  lagoon  will  displace  a very  small  volume  of 
water  and  will  cause  no  measurable  increase  in  flood  elevations. 

I hope  this  letter  fully  addresses  Mr.  Schwecke' s comments.  Please 
contact  me  if  you  have  further  questions. 


449-2672 
32  SOUTH  EWING 
NATURAL  RESOURCES  BUILDING 
HELENA.  MONTANA  59601 
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ER  RESOURCES 
DIVISION 

3RRIN  FERRIS 
ADMINISTRATOR 


Sincerely, 

Charles  Parrett,  Chief 
Floodway  Management  Bureau 
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John  S.  Anderson  M . D. 

DIRECTOR 
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September  23,  1974 


Honorable  Thomas  Judge,  Governor,  State  of  Montana,  Helena 
Mro  Raymond  Corkeek  and  Mr,  Robert  Dye,  c/o  Survco,  InCo, 

103  Commercial  Drive,  Bozeman 
Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 
City-County  Planning  Board,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 
City-County  Health  Department,  Box  639,  Bozeman 
Gallatin  County  Attorney,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 
Jim  DeWolfe,  Bozeman  Chronicle,  Bozeman 

Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning, 
Helena 

Department  of  State  Lands,  Helena 
Department  of  Highways,  Helena 

Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation,  Helena 
Rick  Graetz,  Box  894,  Helena 

Perry  Nelson,  Gallatin  Sportsmen's  Association,  526  North 
Bozeman  Avenue,  Bozeman 

Louis  Moos,  Sacajawea  Audubon  Society,  712  South  13th  Avenue, 
Bozeman 

Mary  Lee  Reese,  29  South  Alta,  Helena 

Dr.  Richard  Ritter,  Box  1170,  Bozeman 

Fish  and  Game  Department,  Helena 

Charles  Bradley,  1105  South  Tracy,  Bozeman 

Northern  Rockies  Action  Group,  #9  Placer  Street,  Helena 

Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena 

Ken  Porter,  502  South  Grand,  Bozeman 

Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212  Venture  Center, 
University  of  Montana,  Missoula 
Montana  State  Library,  Helena 

Ed  Mohler,  Gallatin  County  Tribune,  201  Mendenhall,  Bozeman 
Bozeman  Public  Library,  Bozeman 

Environmental  Studies  Department,  University  of  Montana,  Missoula 

Consumer  Advocate,  Governor's  Office,  Helena 

Rick  Applegate,  Box  931,  Bozeman 

Joe  Sabol,  27  North  Tracy,  Bozeman 

Elizabeth  Smith,  2311  Highland  Court,  Bozeman 

County  Assessor,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

County  Sheriff,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

County  School  Superintendent,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

State  Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction,  Helena 

Soil  Conservation  Service,  Federal  Building,  Bozeman 

Gallatin  National  Forest,  Federal  Building,  Bozeman 

Layton  Thompson,  918  So.  Tracy,  Bozeman 
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Helena 
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Carl  Anderson,  Montana  Power  Company,  Butte 
West  Yellowstone  School  Superintendent,  West  Yellowstone 
Environmental  Information  Center,  Last  Chance  Gulch,  Helena 
Paul  T.  Richards,  902  North  Park,  Helena 

Doris  Milner,  Montana  Wilderness  Association,  Route  1,  Box 
1410,  Hamilton 

Gallatin  County  Study  Team,  Montana  State  University,  Bozeman 
Dan  Smith,  Citizens  Alert  for  Guided  Growth,  812  South 
Eighth,  Bozeman 


The  attached  draft  environmental  impact  statement  has  been 
prepared  in  compliance  with  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy 
Act.  Comments  and  questions  will  be  accepted  for  at  least 
30  days  following  the  date  on  this  statement,  and  a 15-day 
extension  of  this  period  may  be  granted  for  good  reason. 

Further  review  of  the  proposed  subdivision  will  proceed  in 
the  light  of  comments  received. 

Sincerely, 


Daniel  Vichorek 
Technical  Writer 


DV:sh 

cc;  Ben  Wake 

Terry  Camody 
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MONTANA  STATE  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH 
AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCES 


September  23^  1974 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  For 

HEBGEN  LAKE  ESTATES,  STAGE  I, 
a proposed  subdivision  in  Gallatin  County 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69-6504 
(b)  (3) ; the  act  controlling  both  public  and  private  water  supply 

and  sewage  disposal  for  subdivisions,  Section  69-5001  through 
69-5005;  and  the  act  controlling  water  pollution,  Section 
69-4801  through  69-4827,  the  following  draft  environmental  impact 
statement  was  prepared  for  the  above  proposed  subdivision,  for 
which  subdivision  plat  approval  has  been  requested <> 


I„  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

The  developers  intend  to  subdivide  77  acres  of  pastureland  just 
east  of  Hebgen  Lake  into  116  lotSo  The  location  of  the  land  is 
in  Section  24,  Township  12  South,  Range  4 East  as  shown  on  the 
attached  mapo  Development  would  be  restricted  to  single  family 
dwellings e There  would  be  a Smith  and  Loveless  secondary  sewage 
treatment  plant,  the  effluent  of  which  would  be  discharged  to 
percolation  ponds  where  reed  canary  grass  would  be  grown  for  up- 
take of  the  nutrients  in  the  secondary  effluent o This  grass 
would  be  harvested  annually* 

Sludge  from  the  treatment  plant  would  be  hauled  to  the  sanitary 
landfill  near  West  Yellowstone*  A licensed  operator  is  necessary 
for  operation  of  the  sewage  treatment  facility*  There  would  be 
some  potential  for  difficulty  in  operating  the  secondary  system 
until  there  was  a considerable  number  of  units  generating 
sewage.  Until  this  number  was  reached,  the  developer  would 
flush  the  lines  with  water  brought  to  the  site  by  a tank  truck* 
This  system  should  prevent  clogging  of  the  lines  and  failure  of 
the  system* 

Characteristics  of  the  system  are  noted  in  Table  1. 


Table  1 


Wastewater 

Quality 

mg/1 

Ibs/day 

mg/1 

Ibs/day 

Raw  Sewage 

BOD 

200 

115 

200 

37 

Raw  Sewage 

SS 

250 

144 

250 

46 

1 


Treatment  Plant  Effluent 

mg/1  Ibs/day 

mg/1 

Ibs/day 

Effluent  BOD  to  holding  pond 

15-25  12 

15-25 

4 

Effluent  SS  to  holding  pond 

20-30  14 

20-30 

5 

Total  nitrogen  in  effluent 

20-25  13 

20-30 

4 

Phosphorous  in  effluent 

10-15  7 

10-15 

2 

Treatment  Plant  Components  (Extended  Aeration) 

two  units  “ each  at  35,000 

gallons  per  day 

Design  Flow 

70,000  gallons 

per  day 

Aeration  Tank 

70,000  gallons 

Aeration  Tank  De- 

tention Time 

24  hours 

Air  Capacity 

240  CFM 

Blower 

two  at  5 HP 

Holding  Pond 

Volume 

Approximately  1 

, 000,000 

gallons 

Depth 

9 feet  maximum 

Percolation  Ponds 


Number  of  ponds 
Bottom  area,  each 
pond 

Average  Dosing  Rate 


Percolation  Area 


two  each 

30,000  square  feet 

Annual  Average  ~ 0,59  gal/ft^/day 

Maximum  Summer  at  Full 

Occupancy  - 1,17  gal/ft^/day 
Minimum  of  12  inches  of  topsoil, 
planted  to  reed  canary  grass. 
Mow  and  remove  reed  canary  grass 
annually. 


The  availability  of  land  for  additional  percolation  ponds  would 
have  to  be  assured.  This  information  has  not  been  submitted  to 
date , 

Water  would  be  through  individual  wells  where  feasible  and 
through  the  joint  use  of  single  wells  by  several  units  where 
individual  wells  were  not  feasible.  Plans  for  this  joint  use 
of  wells  have  not  been  submitted  at  this  date. 

Roads  in  the  subdivision  would  be  gravel  surfaced,  with  road- 
side ditches  to  accommodate  runoff.  All  utility  lines  would 
be  underground.  There  are  telephone  and  electrical  services 
at  the  site  now,  although  new  lines  would  be  necessary  before 
full  development  was  reached.  The  new  line  would  extend  about 
five  miles  from  a 44  kv  line,  which  will  soon  be  installed  along 
the  highway  to  the  east  according  to  a spokesman  for  the  Fall 
River  Rural  Electric  Cooperative,  which  brings  electricity  to 
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the  area  from  the  Palisades  dam  in  the  Bonneville  Power  system 
in  Idaho. 

There  would  be  no  publicly  financed  fire  protection  for  the 
development,  although  a pumper  truck  owned  by  the  developers 
would  offer  some  protection  from  home  fires. 

Access  to  the  development  is  over  Forest  Road  610,  which  also 
serves  U.  S.  Forest  Service  camping  facilities  in  the  area. 

At  the  end  of  the  forest  road  is  a short  stretch  of  private 
road.  One  of  the  developers,  Mr.  Dye,  has  a home  nearby  and 
said  he  would  be  responsible  for  clearing  the  road  of  snow  in 
the  winter,  at  least  during  the  early  stages  of  development. 

A commercial  trash  hauler  has  affirmed  that  he  could  haul  the 
solid  waste  generated  by  residents  of  the  subdivision  to  the 
sanitary  landfill  near  West  Yellowstone. 

The  developers  would  maintain  surveillance  of  the  sewage  plant 
operation  and  report  the  results  to  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Environmental  Sciences.  Two  test  wells  near  the  percolation 
pond  would  be  tested  every  three  months,  and  the  BOD,  suspended 
solids,  nitrogen,  phosphorus,  and  fecal  coliform  count  would 
be  reported  to  the  department  along  with  data  on  the  total  weekly 
flow  from  the  treatment  plant. 


II.  EXISTING  ENVIRONMENT 
A.  Geology  and  Soils 


A report  by  Donald  Alford,  a geophysical  consultant  for 
the  developer,  indicated  that  the  surface  of  this 
development  was  approximately  equally  divided  between 
glacial  moraine  material  and  obsidian  sand.  The  moraine 
material  makes  fair  pasture  land,  the  obsidian  sand  much 
less  so.  Estimates  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
indicate  that  the  moraine  area  would  require  two  acres 
per  animal  unit  month  for  cattle  if  the  range  was  in 
good  condition,  which  it  appears  to  be.  In  the  obsidian 
sand  area,  the  range,  if  in  good  condition,  which  it 
does  not  appear  to  be,  would  require  four  acres  per  ani- 
mal unit  month.  If  the  obsidian  sand  land  were  in 
fair  condition,  it  would  require  seven  acres  per  ani- 
mal unit  month. 

The  soil  at  the  proposed  site  of  the  percolation  pond 
was  quite  permeable  and  appeared  satisfactory  for 
operation  of  the  pond  as  suggested.  Tests  performed 
there  by  consulting  engineers  hired  by  the  developers 
showed  percolation  rates  of  ,45  minutes  per  inch,  6 
minutes  per  inch,  .64  minutes  per  inch,  and  .60  minutes 
per  inch. 
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Alford  reported  that  wells  should  be  sunk  in  the  obsidian 
sand  portion  of  the  property  as  the  poor  permeability  of 
the  moraine  material  made  it  unlikely  that  adequate 
wells  could  be  found  there o 

B.  Ground  and  Surface  Water 


There  is  no  surface  water  on  this  property » Groundwater 
apparently  is  quite  deep  in  the  area  of  the  proposed 
percolation  pond  as  pits  dug  more  than  13  feet  deep  showed 
no  moistureo  Drillers'  logs  of  wells  in  the  area  show 
that  a usable  water  supply  is  found  anywhere  from  40 
feet  down  to  just  over  100  feet.  Some  of  these  wells 
can  supply  up  to  3 0 gallons  per  minute  of  water sug-- 
gesting  that  as  few  as  three  wells  could  supply  the 
estimated  100 y 000  gallon  per  day  demand  of  this  develop- 
ment. 

C „ Vegetation 

The  surrounding  area  is  largely  covered  by  Lodgepole 
Piney  but  the  area  of  the  development  supports  range 
grasses  and  some  sagebrusho 

Do  Weather 


High  elevation  contributes  to  the  cold  climate  and  short 
growing  season  experienced  in  this  area„  Freezing 
temperatures  may  occur  any  month  of  the  year^  and  winter 
minimums  commonly  exceed  -40°  Fo  The  elevation  of  the 
property  is  approximately  6600  feeto  The  average  annual 
precipitation  is  approximately  27 „ 5 inches,  of  which 
half  falls  as  snow  in  the  winter o Structures  in  the 
area  should  be  designed  for  heavy  snow  loads  of  up  to 
300  pounds  per  square  foot,  according  to  the  Soil  Con- 
servation Service. 

E . Wildlife 


This  area  is  not  critical  game  range,  according  to  the 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game.  It  appears  to  be  used 
mainly  by  pocket  gophers. 

F . The  Housing  Shortage 

A report  prepared  by  the  U.  S.  Forest  Service  indicates 
that  there  is  a severe  housing  shortage  in  the  West 
Yellowstone  area,  caused  in  part  by  the  confinement 
of  the  town  in  an  enclave  of  private  land  confined 
within  the  boundaries  of  Forest  Service  property 
where  housing  development  is  not  allowed.  The 
developers  believe  this  subdivision  would  help  relieve 
the  shortage.  A spokesman  for  the  Forest  Service 
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said  he  doubted  whether  it  would  have  any  effecto  A 
considerable  amount  of  subdivision  activity  already 
has  occurred  in  the  vicinity,  as  shown  on  Map  B and 
Figure  A in  the  appendix. 


III.  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

A.  Water  Pollution 


In  view  of  the  known  capacity  of  the  secondary  treat- 
ment plant  and  the  experience  in  other  areas  with 
percolation  ponds  and  reed  canary  grass,  it  appears  that 
the  potential  for  water  degradation  would  be  small. 
Chlorination  in  the  treatment  plant  will  eliminate  fecal 
conforms.  By  the  time  the  treated  wastewater  reaches 
the  groundwater,  the  BOD  and  phosphate  concentrations 
would  be  practically  nil.  Nitrogen  would  be  reduced 
to  the  range  of  two  to  four  milligrams  per  liter. 
According  to  the  department  limnologist,  any  effect 
on  Hebgen  Lake  would  be  undetectable. 

B.  Wildlife 


There  should  be  little,  if  any,  impact  on  wildlife 
at  the  site,  although  it  is  possible  the  redistribution 
of  population  to  subdivisions  from  towns  probably 
would  have  some  effect.  The  cumulative  impact  of  all 
the  subdivisions  in  the  area  probably  is  significant, 
but  to  date,  there  has  been  no  attempt  to  quantify 
this  cumulative  impact,  so  far  as  the  author  can 
ascertain. 

C .  Law  Enforcement 


Law  enforcement  is  southern  Gallatin  County  is  provided 
by  one  deputy  sheriff  stationed  in  West  Yellowstone. 

The  deputy  said  that  full  development  of  this  sub- 
division, along  with  others  in  the  same  area,  could 
double  the  population  for  which  he  is  responsible 
if  residents  came  from  outside  the  area.  He  speculated 
that  the  continuation  of  such  growth  eventually  would 
lead  to  the  need  for  another  deputy.  A spokesman  for 
the  sheriff's  office  said  another  deputy  for  the  area 
would  cost  about  $15,000  dollars  per  year.  However, 
in  the  Bozeman  area,  burgeoning  subdivision  has  not 
led  to  the  hiring  of  new  law  enforcement  staff  but 
has  only  caused  the  existing  force  to  be  spread  thinner. 
It  appears  likely  that  the  cumulative  impact  of  con- 
tinuing subdivision  activity  in  the  West  Yellowstone 
area  would  be  similar  to  that  in  the  Bozeman  area, 
although  what  impact  this  one  subdivision  would  have 
is  not  clear. 
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D.  Roads 


The  present  access  road  consists  of  three  miles  of 
gravel  surface  with  dust  suppressant  treatment  applied 
by  the  Forest  Service  and  two  miles  of  plain  gravel 
road.  The  county  surveyor  indicated  that  full  develop- 
ment of  this  subdivision  would  necessitate  hard  sur- 
facing the  road.  He  estimated  a construction  cost  of 
$10,000  per  mile  plus  a continuing  $400  per  mile  per 
year  maintenance  cost.  He  said  he  doubted  whether  the 
county  would  accept  responsibility  for  the  road.  At 
any  rate,  it  would  appear  that  the  public  would  pay 
for  surfacing--at  least  the  three  miles  of  Forest 
Service  road  610,  which  now  leads  part  way  to  the 
development  area.  The  additional  two  miles  probably 
would  have  to  be  financed  by  residents  of  the  several 
subdivisions  in  the  area  that  would  benefit. 

E„  Schools 


The  impact  on  the  schools  would  depend  on  the  number 
of  children,  which  in  turn  would  depend  on  the  number 
and  age  of  full-time  residents.  Elsewhere  in  Montana, 
research  by  the  office  of  the  State  Superintendent  of 
Public  Instruction  has  shown  that  young  families  new 
to  the  state,  such  as  in  the  Colstrip  area,  average 
8/lOths  child  per  family.  At  this  rate,  about  96 
children  might  eventually  come  to  school  from  this 
subdivision.  However,  it  seems  likely  that  the  majority 
of  the  land  buyers  would  be  seasonal  residents  who  would 
not  send  children  to  school  in  West  Yellowstone. 

As  a reasonable  estimate,  it  would  appear  that  no  more 
than  20  students  would  ever  live  in  this  development. 

The  West  Yellowstone  school  could  accommodate  this 
number  without  difficulty,  according  to  the  school 
superintendent.  At  present,  the  school  as  110  students 
in  grades  one  through  six  and  94  students  in  grades 
seven  through  twelve. 

The  superintendent  said  the  student  body  is  growing 
about  seven  percent  per  year,  and  the  school  could 
accommodate  almost  a 100  percent  increase  in  students 
without  further  cost  beyond  expenditures  for  additional 
textbooks.  He  said  the  school  building  is  "a  lean-to 
against  a lean-to,"  which  will  have  to  be  rebuilt  inside 
five  years  regardless  of  whether  the  student  body  con- 
tinues to  expand. 

The  transportation  of  students  from  the  development,  how- 
ever, would  cause  some  expense.  If  there  were  12  or 
fewer  students,  the  school  would  pay  the  parents  to 
haul  them.  For  example,  where  there  were  two  students 
in  the  same  family,  the  school  would  pay  the  parents 
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$36  a semester  for  transportation.  If  there  were  more 
than  12  students  in  the  development ^ a bus  probably 
would  haul  them,  according  to  the  county  school 
superintendent.  This  additional  distance  would  cost 
20.5  cents  a mile  for  approximately  20  miles  a day 
for  a total  of  approximately  $740  per  year.  This 
cost  would  be  divided  equally  among  the  state,  county 
and  local  governments. 

Discussion  with  the  West  Yellowstone  school  superin- 
tendent indicated  that  subdivisions  were  an  effect 
of  growth  rather  than  a cause.  He  said  population 
growth  in  the  area  is  being  caused  by  the  increasing 
popularity  of  winter  sports,  which  makes  it  possible 
for  people  to  make  a living  by  providing  services  for 
visitors  on  a year-round  basis, 

F.  Taxes  and  Economic  Impact 

There  would  be  a substantial  increase  in  tax  revenue 
from  the  land  following  subdividing.  At  present,  the 
land  is  assessed  at  approximately  $6  per  acre,  of  which 
the  taxable  value  is  $1,80,  By  applying  the  149,12 
mill  levy  to  this  $1,80  and  multiplying  times  77  lots, 
we  see  that  the  land,  at  present,  brings  in  about  $21 
a year  in  taxes.  Similar  land  that  has  been  subdivided 
in  the  area  is  assessed  at  about  $180  per  acre.  At  this 
rate,  the  77  acres  of  land  in  question  would  bring  in 
about  $620  a year  after  it  was  subdivided  and  sold.  It 
would  bring  in  only  half  this  amount  after  it  was 
subdivided  and  before  it  was  sold,  because  of  the  50 
percent  tax  break  granted  to  subdividers  in  Gallatin 
County. 

If  a $30,000  house  were  built  on  each  lot,  an  additional 
$62,421  in  tax  revenue  would  be  realized. 

Thus,  the  increase  in  tax  revenues  appears  to  cover 
the  obvious  increases  in  public  expense  that  would 
result  from  the  development.  The  state  also  would 
receive  a substantial  increase  in  income  taxes  if 
more  persons  lived  and  worked  in  the  area  year-round, 
although  the  subdivision  would  not  be  the  cause  of 
their  decision  to  stay  there. 

Economists  undoubtedly  could  find  many  more  costs  and 
benefits  associated  with  this  development,  but  the 
analysis  above  is  the  best  that  can  be  accomplished 
within  a reasonable  time  for  the  purposes  of  this 
statement. 

G.  Visual  Impacts 

The  open  meadow  now  in  existence  would  be  replaced  by 
a suburban  development.  All  construction  in  the 
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development  must  be  approved  by  an  architectural 
committee  composed  of  other  lot  owners o The  committee 
probably  would  be  able  to  prevent  the  construction 
of  unslightly  buildings  that  would  severely  impact 
the  view. 


IV.  ALTERNATIVES  AVAILABLE  TO  THIS  DEPARTMENT 

A.  Grant  subdivision  plat  approval  for  116  living  units 
as  requested. 

Bo  Deny  approval  of  the  subdivision  plat. 

C.  Approve  the  plat  subject  to  certain  conditions. 


From  information  submitted  on  this  development^  it  appears 
that  the  plat  could  be  approved  providing  plans  and 
specifications  regarding  the  proposed  joint  water  systems 
are  submitted  and  approved ^ that  availability  of  land  for 
possible  additional  percolation  ponds  is  assured^  and 
that  questions  raised  in  response  to  this  statement  can 
be  answered  satisfactorily. 


V,  CONCLUSIONS 

There  appears  to  be  no  reason  the  development  should  not  be 
approved  as  requested^,  provided  the  additional  information 
cited  under  section  IV  is  submitted  and  approved.  The 
information  available  will  be  reviewed  in  light  of  comments 
received  in  response  to  this  statement. 


VI.  AUTHORS  AND  SOURCES  OF  INFORMATION 

This  impact  statement  was  written  by  Daniel  Vichorek, 
Technical  Writer,  Environmental  Sciences  Division.  In- 
formation was  furnished  by  the  developers  and  their  con- 
sultants and  by  the  office  of  the  Gallatin  County  Superin- 
tendent of  Schools,  the  County  Surveyor,  the  Department 
of  Fish  and  Game,  the  superintendent  of  the  West  Yellow- 
stone School,  the  U.  S.  Forest  Service,  the  County 
Assessor's  office,  the  office  of  the  State  Superintendent 
of  Public  Instruction,  the  office  of  the  Gallatin  County 
planners,  the  Gallatin  County  sanitarians,  the  Montana 
Power  Company,  Dr.  Layton  Thompson  of  the  Montana  State 
University,  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  the  County 
Sheriff,  Abe  Horpestad,  Limnologist  for  the  Water  Quality 
Bureau,  Will  Garvin,  engineer  for  the  Water  Quality 
Bureau,  and  A1  Keppner,  soil  scientist  for  the  Water 
Quality  Bureau. 
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Number 

of  Lots  Number 

Average  Number  Number  Sold  to  of  Lots  Type  of 

Name  of  Number  Size  Total  of  Lots  of  Lots  Private  Held  by  Subdivi-  Date 

Subdivision Location  of  Lots  of  Lots  Acres  Developed  Undeveloped  Parties  Developer  si  on Recorded 


lovernor  Thomas  Judge,  State  Capitol  Building,  Helena,  Montana  59601 
lontana  State  Library,  930  East  Lyndale,  Helena,  Montana  59601 
lissoula  Public  Library,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 

Iniversity  of  Montana  Library,  University  of  Montana,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 
jlon  Erickson,  Chemistry  Department,  University  of  Montana,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 
jloerner-Waldorf  Corporation,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 
|)on  Schwenessen,  The  Missoulian,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 

ilissoula  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce,  207  East  Main  Street,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 
jlaxine  Johnson,  Economics  Department,  University  of  Montana,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 

jlalinda  Schall,  Economics  Department,  University  of  Montana,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 

jchomas  M.  Power,  Route  2,  Bass  Creek,  Stevensville,  Montana  59870 

Dr.  Clancy  Gordon,  Botany  Department,  University  of  Montana,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 

ivrnold  Silverman,  Geology  Department,  University  of  Montana,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 

jdayor  Robert  E.  Brown,  City  of  Missoula,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 
|?eggy  Schaefer,  GASP,  500  Daly  Avenue,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 
jsamuel  Reynolds,  The  Missoulian,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 

Richard  Konizeski,  School  of  Forestry,  University  of  Montana,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 
Robert  Curry,  Department  of  Geology,  University  of  Montana,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 
Don  Aldrich,  Montana  Wildlife  Federation,  410  Woodworth  Avenue,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 
Doris  Milner,  Montana  Wilderness  Association,  Route  1,  Box  1410,  Hamilton,  MT  59840 
1^11  Kendall,  Trout  Unlimited,  715  Beverly  Street,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 
Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Missoula  County,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 
iDity-County  Health  Department,  Courthouse  Annex,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 
pity-County  Planning  Office,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 

Bill  Tomlinson,  Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Venture  Center,  University  of 
i Montana.,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 

Dean,  School  of  Forestry,  University  of  Montana,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 

[James  Posewitz,  Administrator,  Environment  and  Information  Division,  Department  of 

I Fish  and  Game,  Mitohell  Building,  Helena,  Montana  59601 

Department  of  Conservation  and  Natural  Resources,  32  S.  Ewing,  Helena,  Montana  59601 
[Department  of  State  Lands,  Capitol  Building,  Helena,  Montana  59601 

Division  of  Planning  and  Economic  Development,  Capitol  Building,  Helena,  Montana  59601 
[Region  1,  U.S.  Forest  Service,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 

Bureau  of  Land  Management,  State  Headquarters,  Federal  Building,  Billings,  MT  59101 
Fern  Hart,  League  of  Women  Voters,  16  Carriage  Way,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 
Inland  Forest  Resources  Council,  Howard  McDowell,  612  Savings  Center  Building, 

Missoula,  Montana  59801 

Montana  Wood  Products  Association,  W,  M.  Kirkpatrick,  612  Savings  Center  Building, 
Missoula,  Montana  59801 

Lester  Tschannen,  Big  Sky  West  2717  Valley  View,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 
Evans  Products,  W,  R.  Bickerton,  Drawer  L,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 
U.S.  Plywood,  W.  E,  Butler,  Drawer  7,  Bonner,  Montana  59823 
G.  L.  Owen,  7001  Bitterroot  Road,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  1819  Holborn,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 
Clint  Carlson,  U.S.  Forest  Service,  Federal  Buidling,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 
l^on  Schleyer,  Lee  State  Bureau,  317  Allen  Street,  Helena,  Montana  59601 
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Charles  O' Boyle,  Region  VIII,  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  1860  Lincoln  Street, 

Denver,  Colorado  80203 

James  Herlihy,  OAP,  R.T.P,,  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Research  Triangle 
Park,  North  Carolina  27711 

Tom  Kotynski,  Great  Falls  Tribune  Capitol  Bureau,  Capitol  Plaza,  Helena,  MT  59601 

Associated  Press,  317  Allen,  Helena,  Montana  59601 

United  Press  International,  Helena,  Montana  59601 

J.  W.  Bartlett,  Chairman,  P.O.  Box  788,  Whitefish,  MT  59937 

MrSo  Rita  Sheehy,  1041  Poly  Drive,  Billings,  Montana  59101 

R.  C,  Ritter,  D.D.S.,  P.O.  Box  1170,  Bozeman,  Montana  59715 

John  Newman,  M.D.,  P.O.  Box  3493,  Butte,  Montana  59701 

Dr.  John  M.  McGregor,  Great  Falls  National  Bank  Building,  Great  Falls,  Montana  59401 
Leonard  Eckel,  1727  11th  Avenue,  Helena,  Montana  59601 

John  S.  Anderson,  M.D.,  Director,  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental 
Sciences,  Cogswell  Buidling,  Helena,  Montana  59601 
Douglas  Ashton,  4041  Heiberg  Drive,  Helena,  Montana  59601 
Richard  Dightman,  1822  Winne  Avenue,  Helena,  Montana  59601 
Walter  Everly,  P.O.  Box  603,  Butte,  Montana  59701 

Bruce  A.  Allison,  M.D.,  502  Second  Avenue  East,  Kalispell,  Montana  59901 

Lewis  J.  D.  Maxson,  1726  Sherwood,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 

Frank  Popiel,  1212  S.  Second,  Hamilton,  Montana  59840 

Conrad  0.  Orr,  D.V.M.,  3701  Highway  93  South,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 

Paul  Kleffner,  East  Helena,  Montana  59635 

Ladies  and  Gentlemen: 

In  response  to  a request,  this  department  has  granted  a 15-day  extension  of 
the  30-day  waiting  period  following  publication  of  the  draft  impact  statement  on 
the  proposed  Hoerner-Waldorf  expansion.  Comments  will  be  accepted  through  August  ~] , 1974. 


Sincerely 


Daniel  Vichorek 

Technical  Writer 

Environmental  Sciences  Division 
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Board  of  County  Coiranissicners,  Courthouse,  Helena 
City-County  Planning  Board,  38  South  Main,  Helena 
City-County  Health  Department,  201  South  Main,  Helena 
Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena 
Montana  Fish  and  Game  Department 

Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Di-vision  of  Planning  and 
Economic  Development,  Helena 
Independent  Record,  Helena 

Helena  District  Ranger,  U.  S.  Forest  Service, Airport  Road,  Helena 
Bruce  A.  and  Betty  R.  Nelson,  1401  11th  Avenue  South,  Great  Falls 
Student  En-vlronmental  Research  Genter,  Room  212  Venture  Center,  Missoula 
Montana  State  Library,  Helena 

Dr.  Jean  Smith,  Last  Chance  Audubon  Club,  Carroll  College,  Helena 
Mr.  Rick  Graetz,  1300  1/2  Gedar,  Helena  Outdoor  Club  and  Prickly  Pear 
Sportsmen's  Club,  Helena 

Mrs.  Pat  Antonick,  1400  North  Benton  Avenue,  Sierra  Club,  Helena 
Mr.  Bob  NeMTian,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  1819  Holbom,  Missoula 


Gentlemen: 

The  enclosed  final  environmental  impact  statement  has  been  prepared  for 
Holter  Lakeshores,  a proposed  subdivision  in  Lewis  and  Clark  County, 
Montana.  This  is  submitted  for  your  re-view  and  comments. 

If  you  have  any  questions  or  comments,  please  feel  free  to  contact  this 
office. 

Sincerely  yours. 


D.  G.  Willems,  P.E.,  Chief 
Water  Quality  Bureau 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 
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MONTANA  STATE  DEPARTMENT  OF  PiEALTH 
AND 

ENVIRONMENT/\L  SCIENCES 


Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for 

HOLTER  lAKESHORES 

A proposed  subdivision  in  Lewis  and  Clark  County,  Montana 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69-6504 (b) (3) ; 
and  the  act  controlling  both  public  and  private  water  supply  and  sewage 
disposal  for  subdivisions.  Section  69-5001  through  5005;  and  the  act  to 
control  water  pollution.  Section  69-4801  through  4827,  the  following  state- 
ment was  prepared  by  the  Environmental  Sciences  Division  of  the  State  De- 
partment of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  concerning  Holter  Lakeshores 
for  which  a request  has  been  received  for  removal  of  the  sanitary^  restrictio; 
prior  to  the  installation  of  sewage  disposal  or  water  supply  facilities  on 
subdivisions  with  lots  ten  acres  or  smaller . 

Location 

This  project  is  located  on  the  west  shore  of  the  Oxbow  Bend  on  Holter  Lake 
in  Section  27,  Township  14  North,  Range  3 West,  M.P.M.,  Lewis  and  Clark 
County,  Montana,  lying  above  the  elevation  of  the  project  boundary  of  Federa 
Power  Commission  Project  No.  2188  (Holter  Development). 

Description  of  proposed  project 


The  owners,  Bruce  A.  and  Betty  R.  Nelson  of  Great  Falls,  would  divide  22.5 
acres  into  35  lots  ranging  in  size  from  0.459  acre  to  1.34  acre.  The 
fundamental  design  of  the  tract  is  a curvilinear  grid  along  the  Holter  Lake 
shoreline  vd.th  six  of  the  lots  not  being  adjacent  to  the  lakeshore.  A 20- 
foot  wide  easement  would  provide  lake  access  to  these  lots.  The  property 
is  presently  served  by  the  Montana  Power  Company  for  electrical  service. 
Access  to  the  property  is  strictly  limited  to  water  transportation  due 
to  the  regional  topography,  which  prevents  the  construction  of  access  roads. 

A declaration  of  conditions,  covenants  and  restrictions  require  all  human 
wastes  to  be  disposed  of  through  the  use  of  approved  incinerator  units. 

It  is  proposed  to  dispose  of  other  wastev/aters  through  the  use  of  sub- 
surface drainfields. 

ITie  developers  propose  that  the  lot  owners  use  small  chlorinating  units  to 
process  lake  water  for  domestic  purposes.  Small  portable  well  drilling 
rigs  that  can  be  transported  by  boat  and  operated  by  two  men  are  reported 
to  be  available  for  rent  in  Great  Falls.  A spokesman  for  the  county 
health  department  states  that  many  of  the  residents  of  nearby  developments 
haul  in  their  drinking  and  cooking  water  by  boat  and  use  lake  water  for 
irrigation. 
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The  declaration  of  conditions,  covenants  and  restrictions  require  that 
rubbish  and  garbage  shall  be  kept  and  disposed  of  in  an  orderly  manner  so 
that  such  materials  shall  not  be  visible  or  exposed.  No  trash  burning 
would  be  allowed  in  the  subdivision. 

Topography  and  Soils 


This  property  is  moderately  steep  to  steep  mountainous  rocklands  with 
little  soil  development.  As  described  by  the  Montana  Bureau  of  Mines 
and  Geology,  the  area  is  dominated  by  Cretaceous  volcanic  flows  and 
pyroclastic  rocks,  mainly  of  intermediate  composition,  with  subordinate 
amounts  of  interbedded  sedimentary  rocks. 

Percolation  rates  measured  on  each  lot  by  land  surveyor  Louville  Garske 
averaged  40  minutes  per  inch,  which  is  adequate  for  sanitation  purposes. 

Soil  test  pits  indicated  that  most  of  the  soil  in  this  area  are  mainly 
an  angular  cobbly  to  stoney  light  clay  loam  mth  little  horizonal  develop 
ment.  However,  the  northern  most  five  lots  have  soil  profiles  relatively 
free  of  consolidated  material  down  to  ten  feet.  No  indications  of  ground 
water  were  found  in  the  test  pits. 

The  existence  of  Holter  Dam  precludes  the  property  from  being  inundated 
by  a 100-year  flood. 

Surface  resources 

The  existing  vegetative  cover  is  dominated  by  native  grass  species  with 
some  associated  forbs.  A few  scattered  ponderosa  pine  and  juniper 
enhcince  the  landscape.  A few  head  of  cattle  currently  utilize  the  native 
range. 

No  osprey  (Pandion  haliaetus)  or  bald  eagle  (Haliaeetus  leucocephalus) 
ne:sts  have  been  discovered  on  or  in  close  proximity  to  the  proposed  sub- 
division. The  extent  of  big  game  use  of  the  property  is  unknown,  but 
the  Montana  Fish  and  Game  Department  did  not  indicate  the  development 
would  be  detrimental  to  big  game  species  in  their  response  to  the  draft 
environmental  impact  statement. 

Impact 


Impacts  from  development  of  this  property  would  undoubtedly  fall  within 
the  range  associated  with  the  residential  use  of  a steep,  mountainous 
lakeshore  property.  A visual  impact  would  result  from  the  proposed 
development.  This  would  be  reduced  somewhat  by  the  declaration  of 
conditions,  covenants  and  restrictions  which  states:  "Each  ovner  of 
a lot  on  which  there  is  a structure  shall  provide  exterior  maintenance 
upon  such  lot  and  structure  to  include  straining,  painting  and  repairing 
the  structures.  Colors  of  all  inprovements  shall  be  selected  to  blend 
with  the  natural  beauty  of  the  area."  The  severity  of  the  visual  impact 
is  purely  speculation  and  the  desirability  is  a matter  of  personal 
aesthetic  values. 
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Tlie  potential  for  significant  air  pollution  seems  minute.  No  dust  from 
roads  v\rould  be  created  and  emissions  from  heating  plants  would  be  minimal 
as  the  property  is  not  easily  accessible  during  the  colder  months. 

Iliis  proposed  subdivision,  along  with  the  other  developed  property  in 
the  area,  would  undoubtedly  have  an  effect  on  wildlife  species  present, 
but  the  effect  of  this  single  development  is  difficult  to  access. 

Domestic  pets  could  decimate  small  animals  and  birds  in  the  vicinity. 

Tliere  exists  a potential  for  increased  sedimentation  in  Hotter  Lake 
due  to  construction  on  lots  on  the  steeper  slopes.  This  undesirable 
situation  can  be  avoided  by  prohibiting  land  disturbance  on  steep  sites. 
Shoreline  erosion  and  subsequent  sedimentation  could  be  accelerated  by 
increased  boating  activity.  A protectiA/e  covenant  providing  for  minimal 
docking  facilities  would  be  desirable. 

Ihere  would  be  no  impact  on  the  local  school  system  as  the  remoteness 
and  difficulty  of  access  preclude  year-around  residency.  However,  the 
increased  property  valuation  would  generate  additional  revenue  for  the 
school  district.  The  primary  social  impact  would  be  in  the  demand  for 
parking  facilities  and  boat  launching  sites  as  water  transportation 
is  the  only  readily  available  means  of  access.  Yacht  clubs  are  avail- 
able at  tlie  upper  and  lower  ends  of  the  lake  to  fill  this  need. 

A volunteer  fire  fighting  group  reportedly  serves  a nearby  subdivision 
and  another  similar  group  could  minimize  the  fire  danger  that  would 
result  from  the  subdivision. 

Alternatives  available  to  this  department 

1.  Remove  the  sanitary  restriction  on  the  subdivision  as  submitted. 
Because  of  the  physical  nature  of  the  property,  the  department  finds 
this  alternative  unacceptable. 

2.  Remove  the  sanitary  restriction  on  all  the  lots  after  modifications 
have  been  made  that  bring  all  lots  into  minimum  compliance  with  de- 
partment requirements.  Again,  because  of  the  physical  nature  of 
the  property,  the  department  finds  this  alternative  unfeasible. 

3.  Refuse  to  remove  the  sanitary  restriction  on  all  the  lots  within 
the  proposed  subdivision.  Hie  environmental  review  process  did  not 
indicate  the  department  can  justify  this  action. 

4.  Remove  the  sanitary  restriction  on  portions  of  the  property  that  can 
meet  department  requirements  mth  respect  to  water  supply,  sewage 
disposal,  solid  waste  disposal  and  water  quality,  lliis  department 
can  inplement  this  altemative  under  the  following  prescribed 
conditions . 

a.  Due  to  the  steep  topography  of  the  land  where  a potential  exists 
for  increased  sedimentation  due  to  construction  activities,  this 
department  will  not  remove  the  sanitary  restrictions  on  Lots  6,  7, 
8,  9,  13,  14,  15,  16,  17,  18,  19,  20,  31,  32,  33,  34  and  35. 
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These  lots  are  also  unsatisfactory  as  sites  for  wastewater  disposal 
due  to  the  topography. 

b.  That  human  wastes  be  disposed  of  through  the  use  of  approved 
incinerator  units.  Other  wastewater  is  to  be  disposed  of  through 
the  use  of  subsurfacfe  drainfields  that  are  located  at  a minimum 
distance  of  100  feet  from  the  high  water  level  of  Holter  Lake 
and  100  feet  from  any  wells  that  may  be  drilled  upon  the 
property. 

c.  Water  supplies  may  be  developed  in  one  of  two  ways.  A well  may 
be  drilled  on  the  property  to  a minimum  depth  of  25  feet.  Holter 
Lake  water  may  be  used  for  domestic  use  provided  the  water  intake 
is  located  a minimum  of  ten  feet  below  the  low  water  level  and  that 
sufficient  water  storage  be  provided  to  allow  a minimum  of  20 
minutes  contact  time  with  the  disinfectant. 

d.  The  covenant  covering  the  disposal  of  garbage  and  other  solid 
wastes  is  not  strong  enough  to  insure  proper  disposal.  Since 
commercial  scavanger  service  to  serve  the  property  is  not 
available,  a strictly  enforced  pack  in/pack  out  policy  should  be 
included  as  a covenant . 

e.  It  is  suggested  that  a protective  covenant  proAdding  for  minimum 
docking  facilities  would  be  desirable.  This  would  reduce  the 
potential  for  shoreline  erosion  and  subsequent  sedimentation  as 
well  as  reduce  the  visual  impact  of  the  proposed  development. 

Short-term/long-term  comparisons 

Long-term  worth  is  best  represented  by  the  intangible  value  inherent  in 
leaving  the  land  undeveloped  for  wildlife  habitat  and  as  an  aesthetic 
shoreline  bordering  a recreational  body  of  water.  In  the  short-term,  the 
land’s  most  economically  valuable  as  a recreational  home  subdivision. 
However,  recreational  subdivisions  generally  tend  to  reduce  the  recreational 
value  of  their  surroundings . 

Irreversible  commitment  of  resources 


There  would  be  a commitment  of  non-recyclable  building  materials  used  in 
the  construction  of  second  homes.  The  proposed  subdivision  would  break 
the  land  into  a multiplicity  of  ownerships  which  Avould  probably  be 
irrevokable. 

Comments 

During  an  inspection  to  the  site  on  the  29th  of  August,  1973,  it  was  noted 
that  cabins  were  under  construction  on  Lots  2,  5,  11,  12,  21,  24  and  what 
appeared  to  be  Lot  28.  As  the  sanitary  restrictions  are  in  effect,  all 
such  building  is  in  flagrant  violation  of  state  statutes  and  department 
regulations . 
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Response  to  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement 

Five  letters  were  received  in  response  to  the  draft  statement.  Because 
of  substantial  criticism  offered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  the 
Environmental  Quality  Council  recommended  that  a final  statement  be 
prepared.  An  effort  was  made  to  deal  with  all  comments  in  the  body  of 
tliis  statement. 

TTiis  department  will  remove  the  sanitar)^  restriction  under  the  conditions 
noted  in  alternate  four  no  sooner  than  30  days  following  issuance  of  this 
statement  as  required  by  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act.  The 
restrictions  would  be  removed  with  the  understanding  that  all  water  and 
sewer  facilities  are  to  be  installed  under  the  supervision  of  the  Lewis 
and  Clark  County  Health  Department. 


Ihis  statement  was  prepared  by  Alfred  P.  Keppner,  Soils  Scientist,  with 
information  furnished  by  the  developer;  A.  W.  Clarkson,  P.E.,  Water 
Quality  Bureau;  Daniel  Vichorek,  Technical  Writer;  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service;  and  the  Lewis  and  Clark  County  Health  Department. 


^onofab^e  Thomas  Judge,  Governor,  State  of  Montana,  Helena,  MT , 59601 
lonorable  Ted  Schv/inden,  Lieutenant  Governor,  State  of  Montana,  Helena,  MT , 59601 
Dr  Ftiy  Gold,  Institute  of  Social  Research,  U of  M,  Missoula,  M£  59801 
Departnent  of  Sociology,  U of  M,  Missoula,  Missoula,  Mi’  59801 
Ravalli  County  Planning  Board,  Courthouse,  Hamilton,  MT  59840 

State  Depar^unent  of  Revenue,  Property  Assessment  Div. , Real  Property  BLueau,  Helena,  M. 
Ravalli  County  Extension  Service,  205  Bedford,  Hamilton,  MT  59840 
Soil  Conservation  Service,  111  Old  Corvallis  Road,  Haidlton,  liT  59840 
Bittacroot  Chamber  of  Coinreice,  105  E.  Main,  Hamilton,  MI'  59840 
Departnent  of  Camunity  ZVf fairs.  Planning  Division,  Helena,  MT  59o0^1 
[fepartrnent  of  Community  Affairs,  Humcin  Resources  Divi.sion,  Helena^  ^MP 
Ravalli  County  Sanitarian,  Courthouse,  Box  5019,  ” - ^ noo,/in 


Department  of  Health  and  Ef^ronm^Pitdf  Sciences 

ISTATE  OF  l>^OI\ITAIMA  Helena, Montana  59601 


ENVIROMMEHTAL  SCIENCES  niVISIOH 


Phone:  449-3946 
June  27,  1973 


A.  C.  Knight,  M,D.,F.C.C.P, 
Director 
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Hamilton,  MT  59840 


Departrroit  of  Fish  & Game,  Ecological  Services  Division,  Helena,  MT  59601 


MT  59840 
Helena,  MT 
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MT  59601 


59840 


U.S.F.S.,  Bitterroot  National  Forest,  316  North  3rd,  Hamilton, 
ripartii.-!ent  of  Labor  & Industry,  Enployment  Security  Division, 

Florence  - Carlton  School  Board,  Florence,  MT  59833 
Montana  Power  Caipany,  104  t^ain,  Hamilton,  MI  59840 
Mountain  Bell,  201  North  3rd,  Hamilton,  MT  59840 
Ravalli  County  Sheriff,  205  Bedford,  Hamilton,  MT  59840 
Florence  Volunteer  Fire  Department,  Florence,  MT  59833 
Department  of  Highways,  Enginefering  Division,  Helena,  MT  59601 
Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Water  Resources  Division,  Helena,  MIT  5Jo  IL 
Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Flood^/ay  Management  Section,  Helena,  MI  jjo  - 
Montana  Buteau  of  Mines  & Geology,  c/o  Montana  Tech,  W.  Park,  St,,  Butte,  5.L  J- 

Department  of  Corrmunity  Affairs,  Research  and  Information  Systems  Division,  nelena,  t 
Department  of  Geology,  U of  M,  lissoula,  MT  59801 

Department  of  Health  & Environmental  Sciences,  Air  Quality  Bureau,  Helena, 

Department  of  State  Lands,  Helena,  MT  59601 
Department  of  Anthropology,  U of  M,  Missoula,  MT  59801 
Eivironmcntal  Information  Center,  liox  12,  Helena,  MT  59601 

Doris  Milner,  Montana  Wilderness  Association,  Route  1,  Box  1410,  Hamilton,  MI 
North  Rocld.es  Action  Group,  9 Placer  Street,  Helena,  MT  59601  j::  i M-n 

Concerned  Citizens  for  a Quality  Environment,  c/o  Ron  Erickson,  U of  M,  I.a.sso^uLa,  M 
Montana  Wildlife  Federation,  Box  4373,  Mj.ssoula,  MI  59801 
Itontana  Power  Caapany,  Attn:  Carl  Anderson,  40  E.  Broact/ay , Butte,  * 

Resource  Education  Foundation,  Inc.  Box  1148,  Helena,  MI  59601^  mom 

Defenders  of  Wildlife,  Attn:  Hank  Fischer,  947  Rimi.ni  Court,  Missoula,  MT  d9301 
Montana  Wilderness  Association,  4000  - 4 th  Avenue  North,  Great  Falls,  lu  59401 
Sierra  Club,  509  Hill,  Missoula,  MT  59801 

Trout  Unlimited,  Attn:  Jim.  Handley,  Box  140,  Manliattan,  Ml  597  .1 
Rick  Applegate,  427  N.  Tracy,  Bozeman,  Ml  59715 

Bitterroot ’^Sanitation,  c/o  Charles  Mann,  P.O.  Box  247,  Victor,  MT  598/5 
Stevensville  Public  Schools,  School  District  #2,  S.  Park,  Steven^ille,  r/T  598/0 
Steveusville  Public  Schools,  Schcx)l  District  #13,  lone  Rock  ME  of  Stevensville, 
Stevensville,  Ml  59870 

Stevensville  City  Fire  Department,  Steveaisville,  MI'  59870  roonn 

Stevensville  Rural  Three  Mile  Fire  Department,  Stevensville,  MT  j98/0 
I Stevensville  Volunteer  Anbulonce  Service,  Stevensville,  MI  59870 
Ravalli  County  Ambulance  Service,  Hamilton,  MT  59840^ 

Ravalli  County  Commissioners  Office,  2.05  Podford,  Hamilton,  Ml 
Wes  Woodgerd,  Route  1,  Box  143F,  Stevensville MT  59870 
Environmental  CAiality  Council,  Helena, 


59601 


59801 


59340 


Ml’  59601 


EEO/AFFIRMATIVE  ACTION  AGENCY 


Priscilla  J.  Antrim,  Pt.  1,  Box  74A,  Stevensvi 1 le , MT  59870  ; 

Christine  Johnson,  501  South  4th,  Hamilton,  flT  59840 

Mrs.  Hilly  Tossberg,  Grantsdale  Road,  flamilton,  HT  59840  ^ ' 

firs.  Peggy  Munoz,  S.P.  179  Meadowlark  Lane,  Hamilton,  MT  59840  j 

Pat  Zeiler,  Ravalli  Republic,  Box  433,  Hamilton,  MT  59840  / 

E.J.  flicholson,  c/o  Applehury  Survey,  Rt.  1,  Box  47,  Victor,  MT  59875  j 

Mr.  Charles  Martin,  c/o  Professional  Consultants,  Inc.,  Box  3416,  Missoula,  MT  59<  | 
Mr.  Harry  Johnson,  c/o  Professional  Consultants,  Inc.,  Box  3416,  Missoula,  ffF  598( 
Mr.  James  D.  Stover,  c/o  Professional  Consultants,  Inc,,  Box  3416,  flissoula/MT  5i| 
Mr.  ilatthenson  Green,  c/o  Applebury  Survey,  Rt.  1,  Box  47,  Victor,  MT  598/5  I 

Mr.  Thomas  Walker,  c/o  Professional  Consultants,  Inc.,  Box  3416,  Missoula,  MT  593( 
Linda  Reely,  Barbara  Koessler,  c/o  Professional  Consultants,  Inc.,  Box  3416, 
Missoula,  MT  59806. 

Beryl  Stover,  c/o  Professional  Consultants,  Inc.,  Box  3416,  Missoula,  MT  59806 
Mr.  John  Reely,  c/o  Professional  Consultants,  Inc.,  Box  3416,  Missoula,  MT  59306  ' 
fir.  Dean  Turner,  c/o  Professional  Consultants,  Inc.,  Box  3415,  flissoula,  MT  59805 
Bruce  and  Clyde  Sho’wen,  Professional  Consultants,  Inc.,  Box  3416,  Missoula,  MT  591 
Martin  Eitel,  c/o  Applebury  Survey,  Rt.  1,  Box  47,  Victor,  MT  59875 
Linda  Hilbert,  c/o  Applebury  Survey,  Rt.  1,  Box  47,  Victor,  MT  59875 
Ravalli  County  Road  Department,  330  E Fairgrounds  Road,  Hamilton,  MT  59840 
Ron  Erickson,  Director,  Environmental  Studies,  Department  of  Chemistry, 

University  of  Montana,  Missoula,  MT  59801 
Lloyd  Krout,  Florence,  MT  59833 
Steve  McCarter,  Box  324,  Victor,  MT  59875 

Dennis  Lind,  Datsopoulos  & MacDonald  Law  Offices,  Suite  A,  Century  Plaza  Bldg., 
Missoula,  MT  59801 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Ronald  L.  Skinner,  Rt.  1,  Box  199F,  Stevensville,  MT  59870 

Eva  Simpson,  130  Kurtz  Lane,  Hamilton,  MT  59840 

f1r.  and  Mrs.  Don  Schurman,  Rt.  1,  Box  211,  Florence,  MT  59833 

George  Holman,  Rt.  2,  Box  2142,  Hamilton,  MT  59840 

Jean  Osterheld,  Rt.  1,  Box  201,  Florence,  MT  59833 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  William  C.  Mielke,  Rt.  1,  Box  189,  Florence,  MT  59833  ' 

Sandra  Strong,  620  South  Third,  Hamilton,  MT  59340 

Linda  and  Dave  Slater,  Box  164,  Victor,  MT  59875 

Paul  C.  Kitzhaber,  Rt.  1,  Box  97d-4,  Victor,  MT  59875 

Edgar  C.  Porsche,  750  Hamilton  Hts.  Road,  Corvallis,  MT  59828 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Don  Westfall,  Rt.  1,  Box  21,  Stevensville,  MT  59870 

George  and  Viola  Wark,  Rt.  1,  Box  186,  Florence,  59833  ' 

Ruth  Brandborg,  715  South  Third,  Hamilton,  MT  59840 

Robert  W,  Fields,  4981  East  Side  Highway,  Florence,  MT  59833.  ' 

Doris  Milner,  Rt.  1,  Box  1410,  Hamilton,  MT  59840 

Bass  Creek  Commune,  Stevensville,  fIT  59870 

Charles  and  Edna  Muir,  Rt.  1,  Box  57,  Florence,  MT  59833 

Barbara  C.  Cole,  313  South  Fifth  Street,  Hamilton,  MT  59840 

Sue  Jones,  Rt.  1,  Box  76ab,  Victor,  MT  59875 

Bill  Thomas,  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  3309  Brooks  Street,  Missoula,  MT  59801 
Dr.  Bill  Willavize,  Florence-Carl ton  School,  Florence,  fIT  59833 

The  enclosed  environmental  impact  statement  has  been  prepared  for  the  i* 

proposed  Hensler  Ranch  Subdivisions  in  Ravalli  County.  This  impact  statement  ! 

is  submitted  for  your  consideration.  Comments  and  questions  vvill  be  accepted 
for  30  days  after  the  date  of  this  publication.  The  DUES  will  forward  the 
comments  to  the  developers.  All  comments  should  be  sent  to  the  Subdivision 
Bureau,  Environmental  Sciences  Division,  Montana  Department  of  Health  and 
Environmental  Sciences,  Helena,  MT,  59601. 


Sincerely, 


Edf/ard  CasneV  Chief 
Subdivision  Bureau 


MONTANA  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH 
AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCES 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


THE|HENSLER  SUBDIVISIONS 
PRUPOSED  SUBDIVISIONS 

RAVALLI  COUNTY 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69-6504  (b)  (3), 
the  act  controlling  both  public  and  private  water  supply  and  sewage  disposal  for 
subdivisions,  Section  69-5001  ; and  the  act  to  control  water  pollution.  Section 
69-4801,  the  following  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  was  prepared  by  the 
Montana  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  (DHES),  Environmental 
Sciences  Division,  concerning  the  request  for  administrative  approval  of  the 
HENSLER  SUBDIVISIONS,  proposed  subdivisions  near  Florence,  Montana. 

INTRODUCTION 

This  EIS  is  prepared  pursuant  to  the  only  opinion  of  the  Montana  Supreme 
Court  which  addresses  the  responsibilities  of  the  DHES  to  review  subdivisions 
under  the  Sanitation  in  Subdivisions  Act,  Title  69,  Chapter  50,  R.C.M.,  1947, 
and  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act  (MEPA),  Title  69,  Chapter  65,  R.C.M. 

1947.  That  case.  The  Montana  Wilderness  Association  et  al . vs.  The  Board  of 
Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  of  the  State  of  Montana  et  al . , 33  St.  Rep. 

1320,  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  "Beaver  Creek  South"  case)  indicates  that 
the  department's  substantive  decision-making  authority  to  approve  or  deny  sub- 
divisions is  limited  to  a consideration  of  whether  proposed  water  supply,  sew- 
age disposal  and  solid  waste  disposal  systems  are  adequate  to  protect  public 
health  and  prevent  water  pollution. 

The  Beaver  Creek  South  opinion  does  not  indicate  that  the  department  is 
relieved  of  its  responsibilities  to  prepare  an  EIS  which,  "to  the  fullest  ex- 
tent possible,"  satisfies  the  requirements  of  MEPA  and  the  rules  adopted  by  the 
DHES  and  the  Board  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  implementing  MEPA 
(rules  MAC  16-2.2(2)-P2000  through  P2080).  Therefore,  although  the  Beaver 
Creek  South  opinion  indicates  that  the  department  may  only  base  final  approval 
or  disapproval  of  a subdivision  on  the  criteria  and  statutory  authority  con- 
tained in  the  Sanitation  in  Subdivisions  Act,  the  DHES  does  believe  that  it 
still  has  MEPA  responsibilities.  The  MEPA  analysis  contained  in  this  EIS  attempts 
to  analyze  in  detail  the  three  statutory  criteria  upon  which  the  department  may 
make  a substantive  decision--water  supply,  sewage  and  solid  waste  disposal-- 
while  still  addressing  the  basic  land  use  and  environmental  impacts  that  the 
Montana  Supreme  Court  has  indicated  are  a part  of  a local  government's  sub- 
stantive decision-making  authority  under  the  Subdivision  and  Platting  Act,  Title 
11 , Chapter  38,  R.C.M.  1947. 
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It  must  be  emphasized  that  the  DHES  fully  appreciates  the  fact  that  the 
Beaver  Creek  South  opinion  does  not  address  the  substantive  questions  concerning 
the  scope  of  review  required  under  MEPA  when  specific  legislative  limitations 
and  directives  have  been  imposed  pursuant  to  other  statutes.  Therefore,  to  the 
extent  that  the  DHES  must  interpret  what  MEPA  responsibilities  must  be  performed 
in  light  of  the  specific  limitations  on  the  department's  final  decision-making 
authority  under  the  Sanitation  in  Subdivisions  Act,  this  EIS  has  been  prepared 
in  conformity  with  the  requirement  of  Section  69-6504,  R.C.M.  1947,  that  the 
analysis  comply  with  MEPA. 

Because  of  the  time  limitations  imposed  on  the  DHES  by  the  Sanitation  in 
Subdivisions  Act,  the  department  is  unable  to  circulate  the  draft  EIS  for  the 
full  30-45  days  anticipated  by  MEPA.  Despite  this  limitation,  the  DHES  made 
every  effort  to  comply  with  MEPA  to  the  fullest  extent  possible. 

DESCRIPTION 

The  former  6,000-acre  Hensler  Ranch  consists  of  three  large  tracts  of  land. 
Two  are  about  two  miles  east  of  Florence  (Reference  map  #1),  and  the  other  is 
further  east  in  Sapphire  Mountains.  The  property  in  the  mountains  has  been 
sold  to  Burlington  Northern,  Inc. 

One  of  the  tracts  near  Florence  is  2,500  acres  and  the  other  is  1,950  acres. 
Included  in  the  larger  parcel  is  a proposed  major  subdivision,  three  occasional 
sales  and  18  minor  subdivisions.  The  proposed  developments  total  1 ,292  acres, 
with  the  remaining  1 ,208  acres  divided  into  20-acre  plots  (Reference  map  # 2). 

The  2,500  acres  combine  parts  of  11  sections  (Sections  4,  5,  6,  7,  8,  9,  16,  17, 
18,  20  and  21). 

The  adjacent  land  is  southeast  of  the  2,500-acre  tract,  and  encompasses  about 
1,950  acres.  The  land  has  not  been  developed,  but  could  be  in  the  furture. 

The  major  subdivision  is  Riverview  Orchards.  The  developers,  Val  Holmes, 
Robert  Greene  and  Marion  Sterns,  Missoula,  Montana,  propose  to  subdivide  the 
802  acres  into  154  lots,  ranging  from  4.26  to  11.55  acres.  It  is  in  portions  of 
Sections  5,  6,  7 and  8,  TION,  R191aI. 

The  occasional  sales  include: 

1.  Short  Grass  Gulch  Addition  - The  occasional  sale  divides  a 21. 50- acre 
parcel  into  two  equal  lots,  in  Certificate  of  Survey  (COS)  1503.  The  addition 
is  in  Section  17,  TION,  R19W,  and  is  owned  by  John  Reely,  Missoula,  Montana. 

2.  Pine  Meadows  Addition  - The  occasional  sale  splits  a 21.50-acre  parcel 
into  two  equal  lots,  in  COS  1503.  The  addition  is  in  Section  17,  TION,  R19W, 
and  is  owned  by  Linda  Reely  and  Barbara  Koessler,  Missoula,  Montana. 

3.  William  McNulty  Parcels  - The  occasional  sale,  remainder  and  six 
releases  to  immediate  family  members  divides  40.04  acres  into  eight  lots  ranging 
from  5 to  5.01  acres.  The  parcels  are  in  Section  20,  TION,  R19W,  and  are  owned 
by  William  McNulty,  Missoula,  Montana.  The  McNulty  occasional  sale  and  most  of 
the  minor  subdivisions  are  all  part  of  COS  1316  or  Hidden  Valley  Ranches,  unless 
otherwise  indicated.  Hidden  Valley  Ranches  is  composed  of  71  lots,  20  acres  or 
larger  in  size. 
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Portion  of  the  ^UI^Hensler  Ranch  presently  surveyed  into 
10  and  20  acre  parcels.  This  is  the  portion  from  which 
submittals  have  been  received. 


Remaining  portion  of  the  ranch. 


MCATION  MAP 
®H|-Hensler  Ranch 
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The  minor  subdivisions,  unless  indicated  otherwise,  are  in  Hidden  Valley 
Ranches: 

1.  Scotts  Bluff  - The  proposed  subdivision  will  divide  24.43  acres  into 
four  lots.  It  is  in  Section  20,  TION,  R19W,  and  is  owned  by  E.J.  Nicholson, 
Missoula,  Montana. 

2.  Brenda  Acres  - This  development  will  split  24.02  acres  into  four  lots. 

It  is  in  Section  20,  TION,  R19W,  and  is  owned  by  Nicholson. 

3.  Cheryl  Heights  - The  proposed  subdivision  will  divide  23.96  acres  into 
four  lots.  It  is  in  Section  20,  TION,  R19W,  and  is  owned  by  Nicholson. 

4.  Gayla  Estates  - This  development  will  create  four  lots  from  a 23.76-acre 
parcel.  It  is  in  Section  20,  TION,  R19W,  and  is  owned  by  Nicholson. 

5.  Mark  Ranchettes  - The  proposed  subdivision  will  split  23.80  acres  into 
four  lots.  It  is  in  Section  20,  TION,  R19W,  and  is  owned  by  Nicholson. 

6.  Showen  Addition  - The  development  will  subdivide  20.01  acres  into  four 
lots.  It  is  in  Section  20,  TION,  R19W,  and  is  owned  by  Bruce  Showen,  Helena, 
Montana,  and  Clyde  Showen. 

7.  Harry's  Addition  - This  subdivision  will  create  four  lots  from  22  acres. 
It  is  in  Section  21,  TION,  R19W,  and  is  owned  by  Harry  Johnson,  Missoula,  Montana. 

8.  Tamarack  Knoll  Addition  - This  21.67-acre  tract  will  be  split  into  four 
lots.  It  is  in  Sections  16,  17,  20  and  21,  TION,  R19W,  and  is  owned  by  Barbara 
Koessler  and  Mathewson  Green,  Missoula,  Montana. 

9.  Hidden  Meadow  - The  proposed  development  will  subdivide  24.46  acres  into 
five  lots.  It  is  in  Section  18,  TION,  R19W,  and  is  owned  by  Green. 

10.  Dean's  Addition  - The  subdivision  proposes  to  split  20  acres  into  four 
lots.  It  is  in  Section  17,  TION,  R19W,  and  is  owned  by  Charles  Martin,  Missoula, 
Montana. 

11.  Kenneth  Mamuzich  Parcel  - This  20.58-acre  tract  will  be  subdivided  into 
four  lots.  It  is  in  Section  17,  TION,  R19W,  and  is  owned  by  Kenneth  Mamuzich, 
Conrad,  Montana. 

12.  Jon's  Addition  - Thomas  Walker,  Missoula,  Montana,  proposes  to  divide 
20.20  acres  into  four  lots.  The  subdivision  is  in  Section  17,  TION,  R19W. 

13.  Turner  Addition  - The  development  will  split  20.09  acres  into  four  lots. 
It  is  in  Section  17,  TION,  R19W,  and  is  owned  by  Dean  Turner,  Missoula,  Montana. 

14.  Jefferson  Addition  - This  subdivision  will  divide  39.03  acres  into  five 
lots.  It  is  in  Section  8,  TION,  R19W,  and  is  owned  by  James  Stover,  Missoula, 
Montana  (located  north  of  Hidden  Valley  Ranches). 

15.  Sentinel  Addition  - The  proposed  development  wi 1 1 subdivide  20.64  acres 
into  four  lots.  It  is  in  Section  8,  TION,  R19W,  and  is  owned  by  Beryl  Stover, 
Missoula,  Montana  (located  north  of  Hidden  Valley  Ranches). 

16.  Willow  View  Tracts  - The  subdivision  will  split  20.03  acres  into  four 
lots.  It  is  in  Section  17,  TION,  R19W,  and  is  owned  by  Linda  Hilbert,  Missoula, 
Montana. 


'H I ftr 


lonhn  srtT 

: r:‘i.'br 

.f 

jl  aJ'of 

1 


'1  .dial 

: -i'jF  220031 

z)ot  wr^ 

- .or 

ti  ‘dio( 

.gnsiitoM 

rr  -* 

loT  'tuol 
.;>?  ♦bsinaO 


■ -:  a:.  ■■•  •.  .:  tlv.>#4 


'■•  • 4- ,’  : . .f:  lu<  ■ ^nsJnoM'^ 

' ■ r'  - , i'>l>A'"-  ■ -nv--  ' -Sr  ¥ 

"i.H  .-r  •■.'  ; ..'.'T.f  ,uoT  oini 

.«  ',  h*1r  - <'V^'r.  '0.,uV^  .OIU022W''' 

.■  - ■ t }:y  - - ^ woi  i rv'  .df 

/'i  ■■  ■ ‘fc".  /??.  rtf  z\  . .e^of. 


-6- 


17.  Grandview  Heights  - Billie  Lou  Eitel,  Missoula,  Montana,  proposes  to 
subdivide  18.37  acres  into  three  lots.  It  is  in  Section  16,  TION,  R19W. 

18.  Valley  Dale  - This  proposed  development  will  split  20.03  acres  into 
four  lots.  It  is  in  Section  16,  TION,  R19W,  and  is  owned  by  Martin  Eitel, 
Missoula,  Montana. 


BACKGROUND 

The  DHES  began  a preliminary  review  of  proposed  subdivision  activity  on 
portions  of  the  Hensler  Ranch  in  February  of  1978.  The  department  had  received 
an  amended  plat  for  a major  subdivision,  plus  submittals  for  18  minor  subdivisions 
and  three  occasional  sales,  all  totaling  1 ,292  acres.  Prior  to  these  submittals, 
the  DHES  had  approved  three  occasional  sales,  a gift  to  a family  member  and  an 
amended  plat  in  the  same  area.  Considering  the  past  and  proposed  development 
activity,  it  was  apparent  that  approximately  2,500  acres  of  the  ranch  were  avail- 
able for  development.  Only  one  major  subdivision  (Riverview  Orchards)  has  been 
submitted  for  review  in  this  draft  EIS.  Since  this  review  began,  however,  another 
major  subdivision  in  the  immediate  vicinity,  but  outside  the  2,500-acre  tract 
(Circle  Square  Homesites)  has  been  submitted  for  preliminary  comment.  This  sub- 
division, which  divides  40  acres  into  31  one-acre  lots,  borders  Riverview  Orchards 
on  its  north  and  east  property  lines.  Circle  Square  has  been  approved  by  the 
Ravalli  County  Planning  Board  and  is  now  pending  before  the  county  commissioners. 
Outside  the  Riverview  Orchards  subdivision,  the  remainder  of  the  2,500  tract  has 
been  divided  into  20-plus  acre  parcels. 

The  Sanitation  in  Subdivisions  Act  defines  a subdivision  as  a parcel  con- 
taining less  than  20  acres.  Each  of  the  20-plus  acre  tracts  submitted  to  the 
state  has  been  divided  into  five-acre  lots,  thus  constituting  several  minor 
subdivisions  of  five  lots  or  less.  Unlike  major  subdivisions,  minor  subdivisions 
are  not  subject  to  full-scale  local  review  according  to  the  Subdivision  and  Plat- 
ting Act,  which  involves  a public  hearing,  environmental  assessment  and  public 
interest  determination. 

Riverview  Orchards  was  also  exempted  from  extensive  local  review.  The  802- 
acre  subdivision  was  submitted  as  an  amended  plat  (dividing  10-acre  parcels  into 
five-acre  lots)  and,  under  rules  adopted  by  the  Ravalli  County  commissioners, 
amended  plats  are  not  subject  to  the  full  local  review  process  in  that  county 
(Appendix  A,  Jan.  11,  1978,  letter  to  DHES  from  Ravalli  County  commissioners). 

The  land  is  now  being  advertised  as  10-acre  lots,  as  laid  out  in  the  original 
plat.  However,  the  developers  have  not  withdrawn  the  amended  plat  from  review 
by  the  DHES. 

Thus,  none  of  the  subdivisions  in  the  2, 500- acre  tract  will  be  subject  to 
full  review  at  the  local  level. 

The  DHES  received  an  unusually  large  number  of  letters  from  Florence  area 
residents  in  response  to  the  preliminary  environmental  review  (PER),  which  was 
circulated  in  March.  Based  on  intense  citizen  interest  in  the  development,  plus 
the  potential  impact  of  numerous  subdivisions  on  a rural  area,  the  DHES  decided 
an  EIS  was  in  order. 
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About  the  time  the  DHES  began  work  on  a preliminary  review  of  the  Hensler 
Ranch  subdivisions,  the  Florence-Carl ton  School  District  went  to  court  in  an 
effort  to  require  the  Ravalli  County  commissioners  to  make  a public  interest 
determination  on  the  proposed  minor  subdivisions.  The  school  district  lost  its 
case  in  state  district  court  June  5,  when  Judge  Jack  Green  ruled  the  proposed 
subdivisions  are  to  be  reviewed  as  minor  subdivisions.  Judge  Green's  decision 
has  been  appealed  to  the  Montana  Supreme  Court  by  the  school  district. 

In  a related  matter,  Montana  Attorney  General  Mike  Greely  has  denied  a 
request  by  the  Ravalli  County  attorney  for  a decision  on  whether  several  minor 
subdivisions  constitute  a major  impact.  The  attorney  general  denied  the  request 
on  the  grounds  that  litigation  is  pending  in  at  least  two  cases  where  similar 
issues  are  involved.  Attorney  General  Greely  said  when  these  two  cases  are  re- 
solved, he  will  issue  an  opinion  on  the  Ravalli  County  request  if  it  has  not 
been  answered  satisfactorily  in  the  pending  litigation. 

The  DHES  recognizes  these  subdivisions  as  minor  subdivisions  under  state 
law.  However,  it  is  the  position  of  the  DHES  that  while  the  impacts  of  each  of 
these  subdivisions  may  be  small,  the  combined  impacts  of  the  minor  subdivisions 
will  be  great. 


CURRENT  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONDITIONS 

The  2,500-acre  tract  is  in  the  foothill  country  between  the  Sapphire  Moun- 
tains and  the  Bitterroot  River  bottomland. 

The  northern  part  of  the  property  is  open  pasture  and  hay  land.  The  south- 
ern border  of  this  tilled  area  slopes  down  to  Eightmile  Creek  and  a smaller  creek, 
which  both  flow  west  toward  the  river.  The  creek  bottoms  support  a variety  of 
trees,  shrubs  and  grasses.  Proceeding  south,  the  land  is  higher,  more  rolling 
and  supports  scattered  stands  of  pine  and  dryland  grasses. 

Most  of  the  2,500  acres  has  been  grazed  by  livestock,  with  the  more  fertile 
portions  used  for  growing  alfalfa  and  other  annual  agricultural  crops. 

PHYSICAL  ENVIRONMENT 

Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Life  and  Habitats 


A variety  of  wildlife  inhabits  the  land  planned  for  development.  The  types 
of  wildlife  include  big  game  animals,  non-game,  and  game  and  non-game  birds. 

According  to  a letter  from  Bill  Thomas,  Information  Officer  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Fish  and  Game  in  Missoula: 

This  proposed  subdivision  lies  to  the  west  of  the  main  deer 
and  elk  winter  range  in  the  foothills  of  the  Sapphire  Mount- 
ains, and  there  does  not  appear  to  be  a big  impact  on  wild-^ 
life  habitat  from  the  subdivision.  Some  whitetail  deer  habi- 
tat in  the  Bitterroot  River  and  Eight  Mile  Creek  bottoms  could 
be  affected  depending  on  the  location  of  the  development. 

There  appears  to  be  little  cover  for  game  bird  habitat  in  the 
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vicinity  of  the  proposed  subdivision.  Although  direct  im- 
pacts to  wildlife  and  habitat  may  be  small,  the  potential 
for  indirect  impacts  does  exist.  Even  though  the  main  win- 
ter range  lies  to  the  east,  there  is  a potential  impact  of 
dogs  associated  with  the  subdivision  running  or  harassing 
game  animals. 

Wes  Woodgerd,  a resident  of  Stevensvi lie/ Florence  area  and  former  director 
of  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  made  the  following  comments  in  a letter  to 
the  DHES: 

The  proposal  would  have  a major  impact  on  the  local  whitetail 
deer  population.  The  area  proposed  for  subdivision  (Hidden 
Valley)  now  serves  as  a refuge  for  the  local  whitetail  that 
are  displaced  from  the  river  bottom  during  the  duck  hunting 
season.  It  also  serves  as  a corridor  to  the  public  land  in 
the  foothills  of  the  Sapphire  Mountains.  The  deer  would 
be  denied  this  place  of  refuge  and  passage  under  a subdivi- 
sion situation. 

Unless  the  area  were  covenanted  to  prevent  dogs  from  running 
loose  the  surrounding  areas  and  both  terrestrial  and  aquatic 
wildlife  would  be  impacted  by  dogs  from  this  subdivision. 

Dogs  molesting  wildlife  is  a serious  problem  now  and  would 
be  intensified  by  further  subdivision  without  dog  control. 

Both  Woodgerd  and  Thomas  expressed  concern  about  domestic  animals  harassing 
wildlife.  The  protective  covenants  for  Hidden  Valley  Ranches  state: 

Only  normal  family  pets,  and  cattle,  sheep  and  horses  may 
be  kept  on  the  premises.  Such  animals  shall  be  confined 
within  the  property  of  their  owners  and  shall  not  be  per- 
mitted to  become  a nuisance  or  annoyance  to  neighbors.  The 
number  of  animals  shall  be  limited  to  preclude  overgrazing 
of  the  land. 

The  DHES  did  not  receive  any  protective  covenants  from  Riverview  Orchards 
or  the  occasional  sales  not  in  Hidden  Valley  Ranches,  thus  there  is  no  infor- 
mation concerning  the  disposition  of  domestic  animals  in  those  developments. 

In  addition  to  deer,  some  elk  have  been  seen  along  the  eastern  border  of 
the  property,  and  during  the  sumner  of  1974  a cow  moose  and  her  calf  were  re- 
ported to  have  roamed  the  river  bottomland  and  ranch  property  until  fall. 

Other  mammals  observed  on  or  near  the  property  were  black  bear,  coyote, 
longtail  weasel,  striped  skunk,  badger,  yellow  bellied  marmot,  ground  squirrel, 
pocket  gopher,  porcupine,  wood  rat,  deer,  mouse  and  meadow  voles. 


^ Hensler  Subdivision  Vegetation  and  Wildlife,  Gordon  Scaggs,  University 
of  Montana,  May  29,  1978. 
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During  the  spring  and  summer  of  1975  a bird  species  list  was  compiled  along 
with  nesting  sites. 2 The  ranch  supports  a wide  variety  of  bird  families  and 
species  because  of  the  diverse  habitat  components  with  which  they  are  associated. 
Habitat  includes  the  grassland  areas  favored  by  the  horned  lark,  vesper  sparrows, 
long  billed  curlew,  and  Western  Meadowlark  for  nesting  and  feeding.  The  draws, 
with  pine  and  cottonwood,  attract  the  warblers,  woodpeckers,  bluebirds,  nut- 
hatches and  birds  of  prey  for  nesting  and  many  for  feeding.  Game  birds  such  as 
Hungarian  partridge,  pheasant,  various  species  of  ducks  and  geese  (Canada  and 
Snow)  also  inhabit  the  area. 

The  ducks  are  fairly  restricted  to  the  Bitterroot  irrigation  canal  and^ 
ponds  where  they  may  share  areas  with  the  red-wing  and  yellow  headed  blackbirds. 
The  geese  use  the  pastures  during  the  fall  and  spring. 

Eightmile  Creek  is  about  12  miles  long  with  its  headwaters  in  the  Sapphire 
Mountains.  The  upper- reaches  of  the  stream  flow  through  timber  and  brush  and 
are  impounded  by  numerous  beaver  dams.  The  lower  reaches  usually  dry  up  due  to 
irrigation.  The  beaver  ponds  reportedly  are  good  early-season  fishing  for  small 
cutthroat  trout. 

Water  Quality,  Quantity  and  Distribution 

The  proposed  subdivisions  all  would  have  individual  wells.  The  DHES  had 
Maxwell  K.  Botz,  P.E.,  hydrogeologist-engineer  of  Western  Technology  and  Engin- 
eering, Inc.  (WESTECH),  Helena,  Montana,  evaluate  the  existing  hydrological  in- 
formation to  determine  if  available  water  resources  would  meet  the  requirements 
of  the  Sanitation  in  Subdivisions  Act. 

WESTECH 's  report  included  the  following  information; 

Throughout  the  proposed  subdivisions.  Quaternary  deposits  of  both  high 
and  low  level  terraces  cover  the  underlying  Tertiary  sedimentary  rocks  (Ref- 
erence map  #3),  and  are  a significant  factor  in  the  hydrogeology  of  the 
area.  These  terrace  deposits  consist  of  stream-transported  detritus  from 
the  Sapphire  Mountains  and  reworked  Tertiary  sedimentary  strata*.. 

Available  geological  information  on  this  area  is  not  detailed  and 
the  nature  and  thickness  of  Quaternary  and  Tertiary  strata  are  poorly 
known.  To  provide  further  information  on  subsurface  conditions,  all 
available  water  well  data  for  the  area  were  obtained. 

Appropriation  forms  for  a total  of  24  wells  and  1 spring  on  or 
near  the  property  were  available  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources 
and  Conservation.  Wells  ranged  in  depth  from  39  to  390  feet  and  yields 
varied  from  8 to  400  gallons  per  minute  (gpm)  (with  the  exception  of 
one  well  yielding  % gpm).  Two  wells  are  developed  for  irrigation  pur- 
poses with  yields  of  240  and  400  gpm.  These  logs  show  that  groundwater 
along  the  western  edge  of  the  property  and  at  scattered  localities  in 
the  subdivisions  can  be  obtained  in  quantities  sufficient  for  domestic 
2 Bird  Species  Observation  and  Nesting  Location  on  the  Eightmile  Ranch 
(March-May),  Gordon  Scaggs,  University  of  Montana,  1975. 
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Reference 

Map  #3  - Geological  Map 

Source:  "Geology  and  Water  Resources 
of  the  Bitterroot  Valley, 
Southwestern  Montana" 
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purposes  (8  gpm  for  2 hours)  and,  in  some  areas,  for  limited  irrigation. 
There  are,  however,  only  a few  wells  located  within  the  subdivisions,  par- 
ticularly the  entire  eastern  and  southern  portions  of  the  subdivions  in 
Sections  8,  9,  16,  17,  20  and  21.  There  are  no  reports  of  dry  holes  or 
holes  with  insufficient  yields  in  the  area,  and  there  are  no  requirements 
to  report  such  holes. 

It  should  be  noted  that  some  wells  were  drilled  relatively  deep 
to  obtain  adequate  water.  For  example, ... (one  well). ..was  drilled  to  a 
depth  of  230  feet  to  yield  12  gpm  after  1 hour  of  pumping  and  had  a pump- 
ing water  level  220  feet  below  the  ground  surface.  Simi larly. .. (an- 
other well)... was  drilled  to  a depth  of  255  feet  to  obtain  15  gpm  with 
a pumping  water  level  at  240  feet. 

It  is  difficult  to  distinguish  Quaternary  and  Tertiary  strata 
based  on  the  well  logs;  however,  many  of  the  deeper  wells  have  encoun- 
tered alternating  fine  and  coarse-grained  layers  that  are  typical  of 
Tertiary  sediment  in  western  Montana.  Such  Tertiary  deposits  typically 
have  wide  variations  in  lithology  over  short  distances;  thus,  aqui- 
fers may  be  encountered  at  various  depths  and  wells  may  have  a wide 
range  of  yields. 

Based  on  water  table  contour  data  furnished  in  USGS  Water  Supply 
Paper  1889,  the  direction  of  groundwater  movement  is  from  the  moun- 
tains and  terraces  toward  the  river  with  a relatively  steep  hydraulic 
gradient  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  subdivisions.  Data,  however, 
for  water  table  contours  does  not  extend  into  the  eastern  portion  of 
the  subdivisions.  The  overall  configuration  of  the  groundwater  table 
beneath  the  subdivisions  is  not  well  known  and  available  evidence  sug- 
gests that  in  order  to  reach  the  water  table,  deep  holes  into  the  un- 
derlying Tertiary  sedimentary  rocks  will  be  necessary  in  portions  of 
the  subdivisions. 

The  major  question  to  be  answered  is  the  adequacy  of  water  for 
the  proposed  415  parcels  of  land.  The  total  groundwater  demand  of  these 
parcels,  if  they  were  all  developed  into  single  family  dwellings,  would 
be  about  40  gpm,  or  0.3  cubic  feet  per  second  (cfs).  Based  on  available 
hydrogeological  data  and  well  logs,  along  with  my  general  knowledge  of 
Quaternary  and  Tertiary  sedimentary  deposits  in  western  Montana,  it  is 
my  opinion  that  there  would  be  adequate  groundwater  in  underlying  aqui- 
fers to  furnish  the  proposed  number  of  parcels  in  this  subdivision. 

This  is  a large  development,  however,  and  there  are  very  few  wells  drill- 
ed on  the  property,  thus,  hydrogeological  conditions  are  poorly  known  and 
there  is  no  positive  assurance  that  adequate  groundwater  is  available  on 
all  parts  of  the  subdivision. 

Near  the  western  edge  of  the  property  at  lower  elevations,  there 
appears  to  be  little  problem  in  obtaining  sufficient  groundwater  at 
reasonable  drilling  depths.  Deeper  wells  into  Tertiary  sediments  prob- 
ably will  be  required  in  the  higher  parts  of  the  subdivision  and  water 
yields  are  less  certain.  Generally,  however,  if  wells  are  drilled  deep 
enough  (with  commensurate  high  cost),  an  aquifer  with  adequate  water 
will  be  encountered  in  Tertiary  sediments. 
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Your  staff  also  requested  an  assessment  of  the  availability  of 
groundwater  if  this  property  were  further  subdivided  into  one-acre 
parcels.  The  impact  of  2300  (figure  readjusted  to  2,500)  one-acre 
parcels  on  this  hillside  property,  each  with  individual  wells  and 
septic  tanks,  is  somewhat  overwhelming  and  difficult  to  assess.  The 
groundwater  resources  are  too  poorly  understood  to  make  any  realistic 
appraisal  of  the  effects  of  a large  development  on  the  groundwater 
system.  Similarly,  percolation  of  effluent  in  the  ground  from  2300 
(2,500)  septic  tank  drainfields  creates  a large  addition  of  water  to 
the  shallow  groundwater  system.  Based  on  standard  residential  water 
use,  a water  supply  of  1022  gpm  (2.3  cfs)  is  needed  and  there  would 
be  a sewage  effluent  flow  of  about  511  gpm  (1.1  cfs).  The  existing 
groundwater  system  possibly  could  accommodate  such  activity,  however, 
severe  problems  in  groundwater  depletion,  well  pollution,  and  hill- 
slope  stability  due  to  increased  moisture  in  fine-grained  sediments 
could  occur.  A meaningful  appraisal  of  this  development  can  be  made 
only  after  substantial  further  investigation  of  the  areas  water  re- 
sources, including  test  drilling  of  wells.  I do  not  feel  I can  prop- 
erly assess  such  a development  based  on  existing  data. 

Three  wells  in  or  near  the  subdivision  have  been  sampled  for  water  quality 
The  three  wells  range  in  depth  from  43.8  feet  to  60  feet  and  yield  waters  of 
excellent  quality.  One  well  exceeds  the  Public  Health  Service  recommended  stan- 
dard for  iron  (2.1  mg/1  versus  the  recommended  standard  of  0.3  mg/1),  but  waters 
high  in  iron  are  not  harmful  to  human  health  as  far  as  is  known 

Water  Impoundments 

South  of  Antrim's  Point  two  drainages  converge  and  run  south  under  the  East- 
side  Highway,  through  the  bottomland,  into  the  Bitterroot  River.  The  creeks  are 
in  Sections  17,  19  and  20,  and  drain  an  area  of  about  1900  acres  east  of  Antrim's 
Point. 

A total  of  eight  dams,  four  up  each  drainage,  have  been  constructed.  Some 
of  the  small  lakes  are  next  to  the  road  running  east  and  west  past  the  point. 
Local  residents  have  questioned  the  safety  of  the  dams.  Concerns  included 
the  adequacy  of  construction,  the  placement  of  the  "draw-down  tubes"  (which  en- 
ables water  to  flow  safely  out  before  going  over  the  top  of  the  dam)  in  relation 
to  the  top  of  the  dams,  the  apparent  absence  of  spillways  and  the  possibility  of 
a mass  failure  of  the  dams  due  to  faulty  construction. 

The  Bitterroot  Irrigation  District  Canal  flows  through  Sections  16  and  21 
and  crosses  these  two  drainages  at  the  upper  reaches.  The  canal  has  an  initial 
carrying  capacity  of  400  cfs  and  would  tax  the  ability  of  the  dams  to  hold  water 
should  the  canal  ever  break. 

The  State  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation  (DNR)  inspected 
the  dams  and  is  preparing  a report  on  its  findings. 

Storm  Drainage 

At  the  proposed  lot  densities,  roughly  one  percent  of  lot  areas  will  be 
occupied  by  houses,  driveways  and  other  impermeable  surfaces.  This  should  not 
cause  a significant  increase  in  the  total  amount  of  runoff  from  the  proposed 
development  area.  Some  re-routing  of  storm  flows  will  occur  along  roadways, 
but  the  major  drainage  patterns  will  be  utilized. 
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Portions  of  the  proposed  development  area  will  drain  into  the  two  tribu- 
taries discussed  in  the  water  impoundments  section.  When  the  DNR  report  on  the 
dam  inspections  is  complete,  the  ability  of  the  impoundments  to  accommodate  storm 
flows  can  be  better  addressed.  However,  assuming  the  dams  will  accommodate  nor- 
mal storm  flows,  less  storm  water  may  leave  the  proposed  development  area  than 
before  the  dams  were  constructed. 

Average  rainfall  at  the  Stevensville  reporting  station  is  13.33  inches. 

From  Li.S.  Geological  Survey  (USGS)  topography  maps,  the  drainages  within  the 
subdivisions  drain  roughly  30.5  square  miles.  The  25  year,  24  hour  duration 
rainfall  is  3.0  inches  in  the  Sapphire  Mountains  above  the  development  area  and 
is  2.2  inches  in  the  area  of  the  development.  The  ratio  of  water  that  runs  off 
the  watershed  to  the  total  amount  precipated  on  it  was  assumed  to  be  0.20  and  0.75 
for  the  wooded  areas  and  non-wooded  areas,  respectively.  The  USGS  topography 
maps  indicate  that  approximately  85-90  percent  of  storm  flows  from  the  30.5  square 
miles  drain  into  Eight  Mile  Creek.  This  would  be  approximately  415  cfs.  Because 
no  proposal  has  been  made  to  alter  Eight  Mile  Creek  and  because  of  the  proposed 
housing  density,  this  storm  flow  should  pose  no  runoff  problems  which  do  not 
presently  exist. 

The  runoff  from  a 25  year  storm  into  the  tributaries  where  dams  have  been 
constructed  would  be  approximately  60  cfs.  Again,  concern  has  been  expressed  by 
local  residents  over  the  construction  of  these  dams  and  the  ability  of  the  dams 
to  handle  storm  flows  is  unknown  at  this  time. 

According  to  the  Water  Quality  Inventory  and  Management  Plan  published  by 
the  DHES  in  1976,  the  water  quality  data  collected  from  the  mouth  of  the  Bitter- 
root River  did  not  indicate  any  violations  of  water  quality  standards.  Some  de- 
gradation was  indicated  by  coliform  and  nitrate  counts,  however.  The  only  obvious 
sources  of  degradation  from  the  development  area  would  be  temporary  problems  re- 
sulting from  road  construction  and  slug  flows  should  one  of  the  dams  fail. 

Geology  and  Soil  Quality  Stability  and  Moisture 

Geology 

A thick  blanket  of  Tertiary  and  Quaternary  sediments  cover  the  underlying 
bedrock  that  is  either  Cretaceous-Tertiary  igneous  rocks  or  Precambrian  Belt 
sediments.  The  unconsolidated  to  semi  consol i dated  Tertiary  sediments  are  gravels, 
sands  and  muds  that  were  derived  from  peripheral  bedrock  by  weathering  and  ero- 
sive processes.  Within  the  Tertiary  deposits,  materials  of  different  texture 
interfinger  and  intergrade  both  laterally  and  vertically,  often  over  short  dis- 
tances, due  to  changes  in  either  the  type  of  geometry  of  the  depositional  media. 
These  Tertiary  strata  are  probably  several  hundred  feet  to  possibly  greater  than 
1,000  feet  thick. 

Interbedded  volcanic  ash  lens  may  extend  into  the  area,  possibly  buried 
under  colluvial  and  other  sediments.  These  volcanic  ash  units  sporadically  out- 
crop at  elevations  between  3,500  and  4,100  feet.  The  closest  outcrop  lies  4 
miles  south  of  the  proposed  subdivisions. 

Quaternary  deposits  mantle  the  Tertiary  sediments  along  the  Eight  Mile  Creek 
floodplain  which  passes  through  this  subdivision.  These  deposits  are  moderately 
well-to  well -sorted  stream  sediments  derived  from  the  Sapphire  Range;  predominantly 
silts,  sands  and  gravels. 
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Soi  Is 

Soils  that  have  developed  on  the  Riverview  Orchards  subdivision  have  been 
classed  as  Lolo  cobbly  loam  and  Lolo  gravelly  loam  by  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  (SCS).  These  soils  have  developed  in  Quatenary  alluvium.  The  upper  18 
inches  consists  of  a gravelly  loam.  Sand,  gravel  and  cobbles  are  generally  found 
below  this  depth.  One  hundred  fifty-four  ten-foot  test  holes  were  dug  on  the 
subdivision  and  verify  this  description.  One  percolation  test  was  run  on  each 
lot. 


All  but  two  of  the  percolation  rates  varied  between  2 and  41  minutes  per 
inch.  The  lots  with  percolation  rates  near  2 minutes  per  inch  did  not  show  any 
signs  of  groundwater  in  the  ten  feet  deep  test  holes.  Two  of  the  percolation 
rates  were  in  excess  of  what  is  acceptable  for  the  installation  of  a conventional 
septic  tank  and  drainfield.  These  two  lots  must  be  retested  and  will  be  rejected 
if  they  are  found  not  to  be  acceptable. 

Soils  that  have  developed  on  the  Hidden  Valley  Ranches  property  developed 
in  Tertiary  sediments.  The  major  soils  found  on  this  property  have  been  classed 
by  the  SCS  as  Riverside  gravelly  and  cobbly  loams,  Burntfork  loam,  Wemple  loam- 
Ravalli  loam  complex.  Riverside  fine  sandy  loam  and  Lolo  gravelly  loam.  Minor 
areas  of  other  soils  also  have  developed  on  the  property. 

Riverside  gravelly  and  cobbly  have  a gravelly  sandy  loam  topsoil  with  sand 
and  cobbles  generally  found  below  18  inches.  Burntfork  loam  has  a loamy  topsoil 
with  cobblestone  increasing  with  depth.  Wemple  fine  sandy  loam  has  some  volcanic 
ash  content  at  greater  depths.  These  soit  would  not  be  used  for  drainfield  sites 
due  to  slope.  Riverside  cobbly  sand  loam  has  cobbly  sandy  loam  topsoil  grading 
to  loose  sand  and  gravel.  The  upper  18  inches  of  Lolo  gravelly  loam  consists  of 
a gravelly  loam  grading  to  sand,  gravel  and  cobbles  below. 

Seventy-one  soil  profile  holes  have  so  far  been  dug  on  the  property  and 
generally  verify  the  general  soil  descriptions.  Plastic  clay  lenses  were  found 
in  several  of  the  profiles.  Seventy-one  percolation  tests  were  made  all  within 
the  acceptable  range. 

Every  lot  in  Hidden  Valley  Ranches  has  a suitable  drainfield  site  and  re- 
placement area  that  does  not  have  slopes  that  exceed  15  percent. 

Proper  placement  of  the  drainfields  can  be  assured  since  Ravalli  County  has 
a septic  tank  permit  program.  The  sewage  disposal  systems  would  be  inspected 
before  they  were  covered  and  the  permit  approved  by  the  Ravalli  County  sanitarian. 

Vegetation 

The  2,500-acre  tract  of  land  being  reviewed  supports  a variety  of  vegetation. 

The  northwestern  part  of  the  property  is  mostly  irrigated  farmland,  with 
the  predominant  crop  being  alfalfa.  Some  of  the  areas  bordering  the  fields  have 
been  taken  over  by  spotted  knapweed. 
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The  tillable  land  in  the  northeastern  part  of  the  tract  is  also  primarily 
in  alfalfa.  The  Eight  Mile  Creek  drainage  and  another  unnamed  creek  are  also 
in  this  area  and  the  predominant  species  in  these  bottomlands  is  black  cotton- 
wood. 


Proceeding  south  out  of  the  creek  bottoms  to  higher  ground,  the  most  domi- 
nant species  changes  to  spotted  knapweed,  bluebunch  wheatgrass  and  open  stands 
of  ponderosa  pine. 

Along  the  southern  boundary  of  the  property  the  predominant  species  in- 
clude sagebrush,  bluebunch  wheatgrass,  ponderosa  pine  and  in  two  streambeds, 
black  cottonwood. 

Development  of  this  land  will  affect  the  vegetation.  Home  and  road  building 
often  lead  to  soil  compaction,  erosion  and  the  depositing  of  infertile  subsurface 
soils  on  vegetation.  Construction  in  forested  areas  normally  necessitates  the 
felling  of  trees.  The  protective  covenants  for  the  Hidden  Valley  Ranches  land 
addresses  the  matter  of  tree  cutting  by  saying: 

Section  7.  Timber:  No  timber  cutting  shall  be  permitted  that  materially 
reduces  the  aesthetic  or  scenic  value  for  adjacent 
tracts.  This  provision  is  not  intended  to  preclude 
clearing  of  a residential  site  or  providing  access 
thereto. 

The  loss  of  natural  habitat  will  reduce  cover  and  forage  for  wildlife  and 
in  the  case  of  domestic  livestock,  it's  possible  for  over-grazing  to  occur. 

It  is  likely  that  many  people  will  want  to  have  lawns  and  landscape  with 
domestic  vegetation.  The  result  will  be  a change  in  vegetation,  but  the  change 
in  some  cases  may  benefit  some  types  of  wildlife,  such  as  the  planting  of  trees 
and  shrubs  that  will  provide  food  and  cover. 

Aestheti  cs 

A major  reason  for  recent,  unprecedented  growth  in  the  Bitterroot  Valley  un- 
doubtedly lies  in  the  area's  scenic  attractions.  Located  between  two  majestic 
mountain  ranges,  the  valley  stretches  out  along  the  Bitterroot  River--the  lifeline 
for  the  valley's  agricultural  land  base. 

To  the  west,  the  peaks  of  the  Bitterroot  Range  provide  a jagged  wall  that 
runs  the  length  of  the  valley.  At  the  north  end  of  the  valley,  near  Florence, 

Lolo  Peak  stands  at  9,075  feet.  Trapper  Peak,  at  the  south  end,  stands  at 
10,157  feet.  To  the  east  lie  the  Sapphire  Mountains,  with  peaks  in  the  7,000  to 
8, 000- feet  range. 

Several  years  ago,  the  Bitterroot  Valley  was  regarded  primarily  as  an  agri- 
cultural belt.  The  land  raised  cattle  and  sheep,  hay  and  grain  crops  and  some 
fruit  crops.  Over  the  past  few  years,  however,  residential  development  and  sub- 
division activity  have  been  closing  in  on  the  agricultural  land  base. 

In  a letter  to  the  DHES,  the  attorney  for  the  owners  of  the  minor  subdivisions 
said  a homeowners'  association  has  been  created  and  protective  covenants  attached 
to  the  property  "to  insure  a desirable  rural  development."  The  covenants,  whose 
initial  term  expires  in  five  years,  restricts  lot  sizes  to  five  acres.  They 
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further  prohibit  placement  of  trailers  or  mobile  homes  on  the  property.  While 
power  lines  in  Hidden  Valley  would  be  underground,  according  to  the  electric 
cooperative  that  services  the  area,  the  main  power  line  for  Riverview  Orchards 
would  be  above  ground,  with  underground  service  connections. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  development  of  the  Hensler  Ranch  subdivisions 
would  significantly  alter  the  landscape.  If  the  properties  are  fully  developed, 
there  will  be  hundreds  of  homes  built  in  an  area  where  one  ranch  has  stood  for 
years. 

Air  Quality 


Based  on  the  subdivisions  being  reviewed  by  the  Department  and  the  possible 
subdivision  of  the  remainder  of  the  20-acre  lots  in  Hidden  Valley  Ranches  into 
five-acre  parcels,  the  Air  Quality  Bureau  (AQB) , DHES,  has  projected  that  dust 
from  unsurfaced  dirt  roads  will  violate  federal  primary  and  secondary  standards 
for  total  suspended  particulate  (TSP). 

The  federal  primary  standard  is  75  micrograms/cubic  meter  (u/m^)  annual  geo- 
metric mean  and  the  secondary  standard  is  60  u/m^. 

According  to  conservative  figures  used  by  the  AQB,  if  the  roads  remain  un- 
surfaced and  dust  is  not  suppressed,  at  full  development  the  average  emission 
density  will  be,  at  a minimum,  281  tons/square  mile/year  (T/sq.  mi./Y),  and  the 
maximum  will  be  484  T/sq.  mi./Y.  The  federal  primary  standard  of  75  u/m3  equates 
to  about  200  T/sq.  mi./Y.  Thus,  there  will  be  violations. 

The  AQB  suggests  the  following  ways  to  mitigate  anticipated  violations  of 

TSP: 

1.  Pave  the  roads  with  asphalt  or  concrete. 

2.  Water  the  roads. 

3.  Oil  the  roads. 

4.  Use  chemical  dust  suppressants  on  the  roads. 

5.  Reduce  the  speed  of  vehicles  on  the  roads. 

6.  Reduce  the  number  of  vehicles  traveling  on  the  roads. 

7.  Locate  unpaved  roads  as  near  as  possible  to  paved  roads. 

The  DHES  will  require  that  dust  suppression  measures  be  used  to  control  road 
dust  by  administrative  order  pursuant  to  ARM  16-2.14  (1)-S1440. 

Since  the  DHES  did  not  receive  protective  covenants  for  Riverview  Orchards 
or  the  tracts  outside  of  Hidden  Valley  Ranches,  it  is  not  known  if  there  are  any 
plans  or  requirements  for  road  maintenance  or  surfacing.  The  covenants  for  the 
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subdivisions  in  Hidden  Valley  Ranches  say  this  about  road  maintenance: 

Section  5.  Road  Maintenance  Charges-  In  addition  to  other  assessments 
provided  for  herein,  the  Association  shall  levy  a special  assessment  each  year 
for  the  purpose  of  paying  for  road  maintenance  charges  at  their  actual  costs. 

This  assessment  shall  be  levied  at  a uniform  rate  for  all  tracts  adjoining  the 
non-dedi cated  road  easements. 

In  a March  18,  1978,  letter  to  the  DHES,  Dennis  Lind,  attorney  for  Hidden 
Valley  Ranches  said: 

The  homeowner's  association  is  responsible  for  road  maintenance,  which  may 
include  dust  oiling  to  insure  air  quality,  and  has  authority  to  impose  assessments 
for  the  purpose  of  providing  adequate  services  to  insure  the  health,  safety  and 
welfare  of  the  residents... 

Unique,  Endangered,  Fragile  or  Limited  Environmental  Resources 

The  development  of  the  former  ranch  will  change  the  aesthetics  of 
the  area  and  to  a great  degree  the  native  vegetation.  The  rural  setting 
will  become  more  suburban  in  appearance  and  much  of  the  native  vegetation 
will  be  either  eliminated  or  replaced  by  domestic  plant  varieties. 

The  elimination  of  large  areas  of  native  vegetation  will  probably 
affect  the  ranging  patterns  of  whitetail  deer  and  many  of  the  smaller 
game  and  non-game  animals  and  birds. 

There  are  no  known  endangered  species  in  the  area. 

Demands  on  Environmental  Resources  of  Land,  Water,  Air  and  Energy 

The  proposed  developments  would  create  demands  on  land,  and  possibly 
on  air  and  water  resources.  Subdivision  of  the  land  would  permanently  alter 
the  landscape.  If  roads  are  not  properly  maintained  and  land  is  further  sub- 
divided into  one-acre  lots,  both  air  and  water  resources  would  be  seriously 
affected.  However,  since  potential  problems  with  air  and  water  have  been 
identified,  it  is  possible  to  avoid  such  problems. 

The  amount  of  energy  used  by  homeowners  in  the  subdivisions  will  not, 
by  itself,  affect  the  total  amount  of  energy  available  to  the  region  or 
state.  However,  energy  may, in  the  near  future, become  appreciably  more 
expensive.  This  is  particularly  true  for  petroleum-based  fuels,  such  as 
gasoline,  heating  oil  and  propane. 

Historical  and  Archaeologi cal  Sites 

Three  state  historic  sites  are  situated  near  the  proposed  subdivisions; 
none  lies  on  the  property. 

An  old  mining  district  --  the  Eight  Mile  District  --  lies  east  of 
Florence  in  the  Lolo  National  Forest.  The  district  marks  the  site  of 
several  rich  placer  mines,  including  the  White  Cloud  and  the  Cleveland, 
which  were  in  production  from  1866  to  1910. 
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Two  early  homesteads  are  also  located  in  the  Florence  area.  A house, 
barn  and  two  sheds  of  hand-hewn  logs  are  all  that  remain  of  the  Mayhew  Home- 
stead, an  early  dry-land  wheat  farm  homesteaded  around  the  turn  of  the  century. 
It's  unique,  two-story  "saltbox"  style  is  said  to  have  been  the  finest  house 
in  the  area.  The  homestead  is  five  miles  northeast  of  Florence  on  Woodchuck 
Creek. 

The  Wagner  Homestead,  just  a mile  north  of  Florence,  consists  of  six  log 
structures  built  by  three  brothers  who  emigrated  from  Germany  between  1867  and 
1875.  These  buildings  are  distinguished  by  their  German  craftsmanship.  One 
of  the  structures  has  been  given  to  the  Stevensville  Historical  Society  and 
moved  to  the  Fort  Owen  State  Monument. 

Dee  Taylor,  anthropology  professor  at  the  University  of  Montana,  reports 
there  is  one  archaeological  site  in  the  area;  however,  it  does  not  lie  on 
the  property  proposed  for  development.  Taylor  said  a general  lack  of  other 
data  for  this  area  "probably  reflects  the  fact  that  a cultural  resources 
inventory  has  never  been  done  there." 

"Certainly  the  potential  impact  on  historical  and  archaeological  sites 
is  not  minor,"  he  added,  "rather  it  is  unknown  at  present." 

Taylor  recommended  a cultural  resources  inventory  of  the  proposed 
development  be  conducted  "prior  to  modification  of  land  surfaces."  Such 
an  inventory  would  be  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  developers. 
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HUMAN  ENVIRONMENT 


Social  and  Cultural  Characteristic 


Florence  is  a youthful  and  rural  community.  According  to  a survey!  conduc- 
ted for  the  DHES  by  Rayrrond  L.  Gold,  director  of  the  University  of  Montana  Insti- 
tute for  Social  Research,  the  average  age  of  the  area's  residents  is  26.  The 
population  is  also  young  in  terms  of  length  of  residence:  More  than  half  the 
residents  have  lived  in  the  area  for  five  years  or  less. 

Survey  results  indicate  that  young  families  have  chosen  to  settle  in 
Florence  for  a reason,  and  the  reason  is  the  area's  rural  character.  A clear 
majority  (76  percent)  of  those  surveyed  said  they  moved  to  the  area  primarily 
because  of  its  rural  character.  Furthermore,  71  percent  of  the  respondents  said 
their  continued  residence  in  the  Florence  area  hinges  on  the  maintenance  of  that 
rural  character.  (Forty  percent  said  they  would  consider  moving  from  the  area 
if  an  anticipated  200  to  300  families  were  to  move  in  as  part  of  the  proposed 
Hensler  Ranch  development  within  the  next  five  years.) 

Because  of  their  preference  for  a rural  environment,  Florence  area  resi- 
dents are  highly  sensitive  to  growth  patterns  in  their  community.'  Though  resi- 
dents do  not  advocate  a "no  growth"  policy,  they  are  deeply  concerned  about  the 
kind  and  the  rate  of  growth  in  their  community.  According  to  the  survey,  the 
residents  are  nearly  unanimous  (91  percent)  in  their  opinion  that  rapid  growth  is 
not  good  and  should  not  be  encouraged.  On  the  other  hand,  88  percent  believe 
some  growth  is  acceptable  as  long  as  it  proceeds  slowly  and  orderly. 

The  same  general  opinions  are  reflected  in  the  residents'  specific  attitudes 
toward  the  proposed  Hensler  Ranch  subdivision.  Only  10  percent  are  uncondition- 
ally opposed  to  the  subdivision.  However,  a majority  (59  percent)  say  the  de- 
velopment is  unacceptable  as  proposed.  Most  agree  that  various  modifications 
would  make  the  project  acceptable.  Among  the  modifications  they  favor,  in  vary- 
ing degrees,  are:  a smaller  development;  a slower  rate  of  development;  relief 
from  anticipated  increases  in  the  costs  of  social  services;  assurance  of  the 
quality  of  housing  and  overall  development;  enforcement  of  a 10-acre  minimum  on 
lot  size,  and  some  kind  of  assurance  that  the  subdivision  would  not  have  a neg- 
ative impact  on  their  quality  of  life. 

To  summarize  the  overall  reaction  of  the  residents  to  the  proposed  subdivi- 
sion, a small  minority  welcome  it,  compared  with  the  majority  of  respondents, 
who  view  it  as  a threat  to  their  way  of  life.  It  should  be  noted  that  residents 
do  not  view  the  subdivision  as  an  isolated  development  that  will  single-handedly 
change  their  way  of  life.  Rather,  they  view  it  as  part  of  a trend  toward  rapid 
and  unplanned  growth  in  their  area  and  an  erosion  of  the  rural  character  of 
their  community.  In  his  survey  summary.  Gold  states  the  irony  of  this  trend: 

"If  existing  patterns  of  development  continue  unabated,  the  principal  attraction 
of  the  Florence  area  will  be  displaced  by  a different,  more  urbanized  way  of 
life." 


^The  "Survey  of  Anticipated  Social  Impacts  of  the  Development  of  the  Hensler  and 
Associated  Properties"  was  conducted  in  late  April  and  May  of  1978.  Results  and 
a summary  of  the  survey  were  submitted  to  the  DHES  June  2,  1978.  The  Institute 
■for Social  Research,  University  of  Montana,  utilized  a probability  (or  random) 
sampling  method  in  conducting  the  survey,  which  represents  about  10  percent  of 
the  households  in  the  study  area. 
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Another  community  characteristic  that  is  changing,  according  to  at  least 
one  native  of  the  Bitterroot  Valley,  is  a sense  of  civic  or  community  involve- 
ment Bob  Krout,  who  serves  as  a volunteer  on  both  the  Florence  quick  response 
(medical)  unit"  and  the  Florence  fire  department,  says  one  characteristic  is^ 
common  among  new  residents,  and  that  is  an  unwillingness  to  become  involved  in 
comnunity  activities.  "Most  new  residents  work  in  Missoula  and  live  here  to  get 
away  from  the  hassle,"  he  said  recently  in  a phone  convepation.  Jhey  don  t 
want  to  become  involved  in  the  community.  They  just  want  to  be  left  alone. 

Distribution  and  Density  of  Population  and  Housing 

Florence  is  a rural  community  with  an  estimated  population  of  2,300. 

According  to  the  Gold  survey,  its  residents  are  young  and  they  re  there  by  choice. 
As  mentioned  earlier,  the  majority  of  residents  are  employed  outside  the  community. 

About  28  percent  of  the  population  are  children  between  the  ages  of  1 and  5; 
10  percent  fall  between  the  ages  of  6 and  18;  54  percent  are  between  19  and  49 
years  old,  and  8 percent  are  50  years  or  older.  Although  Florence  consists 
largely  of  younger  families,  it  has  some  attraction  as  a re ti remen t communi ty 
also.  More  than  half  of  the  people  in  the  older  age  category  have  lived  in  the 
area  less  than  five  years. 

The  people  of  Florence  describe  their  community  as  rural.  Outlying  ranches 
and  small  farms  dot  the  area  surrounding  Florence,  along  with  clusters  of  single- 
family residences  and  lots.  The  population  of  Florence  itself  is  concentrated 
just  west  of  the  post  office  on  Highway  93  and  adjacent  to  the  Florence-Carlton 
School.  Recent  development  has  produced  scattered  lots  and  subdivisions  of  var- 
ious sizes,  which  are  becoming  more  and  more  evident  throughout  this  portion  or 
the  Bitterroot  Valley. 


Potential  impacts  of  the  Hensler  Ranch  development  are  based  on  an  estimate 
of  between  200  and  300  families  moving  into  the  area  over  the  next  five  years. 
(This  is  the  estimate  used  in  the  Gold  survey.)  As  of  1975,  the  mean  size  of  a 
Montana  household  was  2.93.2  using  this  statistic,  the  Proposed  subdivisions 
would  raise  the  population  of  Florence  by  anywhere  from  25  to  40  percent  with  n 
five  years.  (The  statistic  could  be  conservative  for  this  community  since  Flor- 
ence is  inhabited  largely  by  younger  people  of  a child-bearing  age.)  If  the 
proposed  subdivisions  should  become  fully  developed,  there  would  be  hundreds  ot 
families  living  in  a area  that  was  once  one  ranch.  A population  increase  of 
this  magnitude  is  bound  to  alter  the  way  of  life  in  a community  that,  up  until 
recently,  has  functioned  on  a first-name  basis. 

Quantity  and  Distribution  of  Employment  and  Income 

Farming,  ranching,  small  business  and  the  forest  products  industry  account 
for  most  of  the  employment  in  the  Florence  area,  according  to  the  Gold  survey. 


2u.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  Current  Population  Reports,  Series  P-60,  No.  108, 
"Household  Money  Income  in  1975,  by  Housing,  Tenure  and  Residence,  for  the 
United  States,  Regions,  Divisions,  and  States  (Spring  1976  Survey  of  Income 
and  Education)"  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C.,  1977. 
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The  majority  of  residents,  however,  are  employed  outside  the  area.  Many  Flor- 
ence residents  work  20  miles  up  the  road  in  Missoula,  and  most  of  the  people 
surveyed  said  their  continued  residence  in  Florence  is  not  dependent  on  rural 
employment  opportunities.  In  short,  employment  is  not  among  the  attractions 
that  draw  people  to  the  Florence  area.  However,  the  ability  of  Florence  resi- 
dents to  combine  a rural  lifestyle  with  a steady  job  outside  the  community 
does  appear  to  be  a drawing  card  for  the  area. 

Nearly  all  (86  percent)  of  the  households  covered  by  the  survey  have  at 
least  one  person  salaried  or  self-employed.  Forty  percent  have  two  persons 
salaried  or  self-employed. 

Average  annual  family  income  in  the  Florence  area  is  $17,516,  according 
to  the  survey.  Twenty  percent  of  those  surveyed  have  annual  family  income  of 
less  than  $10,000.  The  annual  family  incomes  of  36  percent  fall  between  $10,000 
and  $17,000;  37  percent  fall  between  $17,000  and  $35,000,  and  7 percent  exceed 
$35,000. 

The  largest  job  category  among  those  surveyed  is  the  clerical/technical 
field.  The  second  largest  category  is  skilled  manual.  Other  categories,  in 
descending  order,  are:  administrators,  small  business  owners  and  semi-profes- 
sionals; semi-skilled;  medium-sized  business  owners  and  unskilled  workers. 

The  survey  concludes  that  income  levels  and  diversity  of  employment  are 
greater  in  the  Florence  area  than  they  are  in  comparable,  rural  Montana  communi- 
ties. Gold  attributes  this  disparity  to  the  area's  proximity  to  Missoula  and 
to  the  number  of  residents  working  outside  the  area  in  which  they  live. 

Because  jobs  are  scarce  in  Florence,  it  is  anticipated  that  new  residents 
would  be  forced  to  seek  employment  outside  the  area.  For  that  reason,  it  is 
likely  the  proposed  development  would  at  least  initially  be  a bedroom  community 
for  Missoula.  Demands  for  more  convenient  local  services  would  probably  create 
more  employment  opportunities  in  the  Florence  area.  Even  though  there  is  a gen- 
eral apprehension  among  area  residents  that  the  job  situation  would  become  a 
problem  if  there  were  a sudden  and  substantial  influx  of  people  into  the  area, 
the  Gold  survey  shows  that  60  percent  of  the  respondents  feel  the  proposed 
development  would  have  little  or  no  impact  on  their  income  and/or  employment. 

Taxes 


It  is  not  possible  to  accurately  predict  tax  revenues  with  any  degree  of 
certainty  since  no  one  knows  what  the  market  value  of  the  lots  will  be  until 
they  are  sold;  nor  is  it  possible  to  predict  what  future  mill  levies  will  be. 

Yet  it  is  possible  to  make  some  assumptions  and  discuss  possible  situations  that 
might  occur  regarding  local  tax  revenues. 

According  to  the  Ravalli  County  Appraisal  Office,  agricultural  land  is 
taxed  much  less  than  suburban  tracts.  This  is  true  throughout  the  state.  Con- 
sequently, when  a parcel  of  agricultural  land  is  subdivided  and  sold,  the  tax 
income  increases  appreciably.  Most  subdivided  properties  eventually  have  homes 
and  associated  buildings  built,  thus  not  only  is  local  government  able  to  tax 
the  land  but  it  also  taxes  the  buildings. 
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The  taxes  on  homes  are  in  proportion  to  the  value  of  each  home.  Thus,  the 
taxes  on  a $20,000  home  will  be  less  than  the  taxes  on  an  $80,000  home. 

The  lots  and  eventual  homes  in  the  Hensler  subdivisions  will  generate  appre- 
ciably more  taxes  than  those  derived  from  the  agricultural  land.  However,  the 
subdivisions  will  generate  certain  costs--such  as  more  pupils  for  local  schools, 
expanded  fire  protection,  possibly  an  increase  in  law  enforcement,  road  improve- 
ments, etc. --which  were  not  associated  with  the  agricultural  land  and  will  have 
to  be  paid  through  taxes. 

The  problem  of  new  tax  revenues  vs.  increased  local  services,  then,  reduces 
to  the  question  of  whether  the  increase  in  revenues  will  cover  the  costs  of  the 
increased  services. 

Taxes  on  subdivided  land  vary  according  to  the  dwellings  on  the  property. 

The  20-acre  tracts  in  Hidden  Valley  Ranches  have  restrictive  covenants  that  pro- 
hibit mobile  homes  and  trailers  and  specify  that  homes  must  either  be  no  smaller 
than  900  square  feet  for  a one-story  home  or  no  smaller  than  700  square  feet 
for  the  ground  floor  of  a two-story  home.  Considering  current  construction  costs, 
homes  built  according  to  minimum  specifications  should  cost  from  about  $35,000 
to  $40,000. 

Since  the  DHES  did  not  receive  protective  covenants  for  the  occasional 
sales  outside  of  Hidden  Valley  Ranches  or  Riverview  Orchards,  it  appears  there 
are  few  if  any  restrictions  on  the  type  of  dwellings  or  associated  buildings. 

If  mobile  homes  are  placed  on  lots  the  amount  of  tax  income  is  normally 
less  than  permanently  constructed  homes,  due  to  the  value  of  the  mobile  homes. 

An  average  sized  mobile  home  (14'  x 66')  sells  for  between  $12,000  and  $20,000. 
Additionally,  if  the  mobile  home  is  not  on  a permanent  foundation  it  is  taxed 
as  personal  property  and  depreciates  each  year,  thus  gradually  lowering  the 
taxes  the  owner  pays  on  the  trailer  home. 

Hypothetically,  if  each  of  the  154  lots  in  Riverview  Orchards  had  a mobile 
home  on  it,  and  none  of  them  were  on  permanent  foundations,  the  total  tax  reve- 
nues would  decrease  yearly.  Conversely,  if  each  lot  has  a permanently  construc- 
ted home  on  it,  the  tax  income,  over  a period  of  time,  would  likely  increase. 

Thus,  the  types  of  developments  which  occur  on  the  former  Hensler  Ranch 
property  and  in  the  area  adjacent  to  the  property  will  be  determining  factors 
in  the  amount  of  tax  income  available  to  pay  for  local  taxes. 

If  growth  is  well  planned  and  spread  over  a long  period  of  time,  tax  income 
(depending  on  the  type  of  development)  should  be  able  to  keep  pace  with  the  in- 
creased need  for  local  services.  However,  if  a community  experiences  high  den- 
sity, rapid  development,  and  it's  the  type  that  generates  the  least  amount  of 
tax  revenues,  then  community  services  such  as  schools,  law  enforcement,  fire 
protection  and  so  on,  suffer  the  consequences  of  being  unable  to  financially 
meet  the  bludgeoning  demand. 


•A'  enm 

w Enorafyfbdt^? 

- ■'  '■  . , .^q  s-»  b--vbn®i(j|^ 

','j  rffw-  • ^J9  ; 

. '*!  bfeq'.ed 

■A  'V 

• > •’  ■ -C-^q  9^7  ' f I 

' M : ,>L'p  9rfi  Qt 
■ b3a69^:>ivj; 


')  c-^xfiT  * V p' 
5?ffto 

ijpz  006l  fTgrf| 

■ ■■  ' Jd  2n!?»bJ 

-''•j0t0b$ 


}'  fc*'L*0  Z9tht 

''•v  r W£?l  ^t 


.■&rli  2a.i>w 
..f/'i  tenors 

• a’fl 

’■  no 

•^r.;i.  hTuoW' 

r.  bsij 

i-i  . 2uqT 

!'  tiTH 

»r'Morn6j  9t}^ 

' ’nr)  77  “ ^ 
' : M-,  pnfbnlsA): 

r buen  i39?6gfii» 

' ':c.  I " :rrq6"r 

^9M;>^Ven.I4>| 

' ' tD9>0^ 

fit-  I'tittid  3filj''7|i>stfil 


-22- 


In  terms  of  the  Hensler  Subdivisions,  both  extreme  possibilities  exist. 
It's  possible  to  have  rapid,  dense  development  with  an  extremely  low  tax  base 
or  gradually  planned  development  with  the  highest  possible  amount  of  tax  in- 
come. The  third  possibility  would  be  a middle  ground  somewhere  in  between. 

The  controlling  factor  in  all  three  possibilities  rests  with  local  citizens  and 
officials  and  how  they  plan  the  development  of  the  area. 

Demands  on  Government  Services 


The  Department  has  received  numerous  letters  from  Florence  area  residents 
who  are  concerned  about  the  potential  impacts  of  the  proposed  subdivisions  on 
their  community.  Most  of  the  letters  address  the  impacts  of  the  development 
on  various  social  and  government  services  and  the  anticipated  rise  in  taxes  to 
cover  these  impacts.  Schools  emerge  as  the  single-most  important  area  of  con- 
cern. 


Many  residents  have  expressed  concern,  either  in  their  letters  or  through 
their  responses  to  the  Gold  survey,  that  school  facilities  are  already  over- 
crowded and  underfunded.  Many  also  fear  an  increase  in  school  taxes  will  in- 
evitably follow  an  increase  in  student  enrollment. 

One  of  the  earliest  critics  of  the  development  was  Dr.  William  Willavize, 
superintendent  of  the  Florence-Carl ton  (elementary  and  secondary)  Schools. 

In  a report  to  the  Department,  Dr.  Willavize  said  development  of  the  Hensler 
Ranch  subdivisions  has  the  potential  of  doubling  the  Florence-Carl ton  School  pop- 
ulation within  a "relatively  short  time."  (Dr.  Willavize  based  his  report  on  a 
projected  figure  of  1.7  students  per  household--a  figure  he  obtained  from  the 
Ravalli  County  Planning  office.  In  a letter  to  the  Department,  Planning  Board 
Chairman  Earle  Wright  challenged  this  figure.  According  to  his  own  calculations, 
based  on  tax-paying  homesites,  Wright  came  up  with  a figure  of  .5  children  per 
home.  Dr.  Willavize  came  in  later  with  yet  another  figure  of  1.6  school-age 
children  per  household  based  on  statistics  he  obtained  from  an  existing  sub- 
division about  two  miles  north  of  Florence.) 

In  September  of  1977,  the  voters  of  the  school  district  passed  a high  school 
and  elementary  bond  issue  for  construction  of  additional  space  to  provide  class- 
rooms for  the  next  five  to  eight  years.  In  his  report.  Dr.  Willavize  stated: 
"With  the  knowledge  we  now  have  of  major  and  minor  subdivisions  planned  in  the 
District,  we  feel  that  the  additional  space  may  be  near  capacity  when  opened." 

Dr.  Willavize  added  that  the  school  presently  has  an  inadequate  bonding 
capacity  for  the  anticipated  influx  of  students.  "While  it  is  true  that  addi- 
tional homes  will  bring  in  additional  bonding  capacity  and  taxable  valuation, 
it  is  also  true  that  this  increase  will  not  cover  the  cost  of  school  facilities 
for  the  students  the  houses  will  bring,"  he  said. 

"Without  adequate  financial  resources,"  he  added,  "it  is  apparent  that 
double-shifting  will  occur  and  that  all  students  will  have  a reduced  quality 
of  education. " 

Dr.  Willavize  recommended  that  no  more  than  20  homes  be  constructed  each 
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year  on  the  ranch,  and  that  if  the  number  exceeds  20,  "the  developers  shall  pro- 
vide financial  assistance  to  the  District  in  the  form  of  cash  payment  or  land 
for  school  construction." 

Like  the  other  residents  of  the  area.  Dr.  Willavize  said  he  is  not  opposed 
to  growth,  but  he  is  opposed  to  unplanned,  haphazard  growth.  His  major  concern 
is  that  the  school  is  not  adequately  funded  to  provide  classroom  space  and  op- 
erational monies  for  the  children  it  is  serving.  "We  are  not  anti -development," 
he  said.  "We  are  pro-children." 

Another  school  that  stands  to  be  impacted  by  the  development  is  the  Lone 
Rock  School  in  Stevensville.  The  school  currently  serves  170  students  in  grades 
kindergarten  through  eight,  and  according  to  school  board  chairman  Jim  Kaiser, 
has  a capacity  of  200.  "The  school  faces  the  reality  of  normal  growth  and  with 
this,  the  need  to  build,"  Kaiser  said  in  a letter  to  the  Department.  "We  do 
not  expect  the  (Hensler  Ranch)  development  will  be  stopped,  but  we  feel  there 
is  a need  for  a slowdown,  careful  planning  and  some  form  of  impact  aid." 

The  Department  also  received  a letter  from  Carl  Martin,  chief  of  the  all- 
volunteer Florence  Fire  Department.  Martin  believes  the  fire  department  will  be 
able  to  serve  the  proposed  major  subdi vision--Ri verview  Orchards--because  it 
lies  near  a good  road.  However,  he  said  his  crew  would  not  be  able  to  get  their 
trucks  into  the  minor  subdivisions  during  the  winter  months  because  the  roads 
would  not  be  maintained  by  the  county.  He  also  pointed  out  that  no  water  supply 
would  be  available  to  the  trucks  within  the  subdivisions.  He  said  that  approval 
of  all  the  subdivisions  would  have  a major  impact  on  the  fire  department's  budget 
and  that  the  department  would  need  another  building  unit  to  serve  the  area. 

Minor  subdivisions  also  lie  in  the  Three  Mile  Fire  Company  district  near 
Stevensville,  according  to  Dave  Brandon,  secretary-treasurer  of  the  company. 

In  a letter  to  the  DHES,  Brandon  said  there  is  not  a suitable  water  supply  near 
the  subdivisions  for  use  by  his  crew.  He  suggested  a well  or  other  suitable 
supply  of  water  be  made  available  by  the  developers.  He  also  said  purchasers 
of  property  in  this  area  should  be  informed  about  which  fire  district  they  re- 
side in,  how  and  where  to  report  fires  and  what  kind  of  response  time  to  expect. 
(Brandon  said  response  time  of  the  Three  Mile  Company  exceeds  30  minutes.) 

In  response  to  the  department's  PER,  Dennis  Lind,  attorney  for  several  of 
the  developers  and  current  property  owners  said  "a  buyers  information  statement" 
is  required  on  all  parcels  indicating  fire  response  time.  He  added  that  indi- 
vidual owners  have  indicated  a willingness  to  allow  fire  truck  hookups  to  pri- 
vate wells. 

Brandon  closed  his  letter  by  stating  the  impact  of  the  development  would 
be  "devastating"  to  his  budget.  He  added:  "Furthermore,  if  this  development, 
and  the  many  others  proposed  in  our  district,  realizes  its  full  potential  for 
growth,  it  will  necessitate  additional  fire  trucks,  companies  and  expansion  of 
the  all-volunteer  fire  fighter  force  in  this  district." 

According  to  Ravalli  County  Sheriff  Dale  Dye,  there  are  currently  two 
officers  assigned  to  handle  law  enforcement  problems  in  the  Florence  area.  A 
third  officer  roves  throughout  the  county  and  works  occasionally  in  Florence. 
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Sheriff  Dye  said  that  population  growth  generally  tends  to  increase  pres- 
sure on  the  public  services  system  and  that  he  wouldn't  have  trouble  finding 
work  for  any  additional  officers.  He  added,  however,  that  "the  present  staff 
is  adequate  for  handling  the  major  problems  that  are  brought  to  the  attention 
of  my  department."  He  said  any  additional  manpower  would  be  used  for  patrol  and 
investigative  work. 

It  is  the  sheriff's  opinion  that  subdivisions  create  law  enforcement  prob- 
lems when  buyers  over-extend  themselves  financially.  Certain  terms  attract 
people  who  can't  really  afford  the  price  of  buying  and  maintaining  a residence, 
according  to  Dye.  He  describes  the  resulting  problems  as  "inadequate  fences, 
lack  of  proper  control  of  livestock,  dogs  and  kids,  marital  problems,  theft 
problems,  etc." 

For  a discussion  of  impacts  on  area  roads  and  traffic,  see  section  on  Trans- 
portation Networks  and  Traffic  Flows. 

Human  Health 

Like  most  rural  communities,  Florence  depends,  to  a large  extent,  on  local 
volunteers  to  provide  needed  human  services,  such  as  fire  protection  and  emergency 
medical  aid. 

A 12-member  team  makes  up  Florence's  "quick  response  (medical)  unit."  The 
team,  the  only  one  of  its  kind  in  Ravalli  County,  serves  the  northern  end  of  the 
county,  covering  roughly  the  same  jurisdiction  as  the  fire  department  (about  107 
square  miles). 

Members  of  the  team  have  been  trained  as  emergency  medical  technicians. 

Their  job  is  to  lend  first  aid  and  stabilize  the  victim  until  an  ambulance  or 
other  professional  help  arrives.  According  to  one  member  of  the  team.  Bob  Krout, 
who  also  serves  the  volunteer  fire  department,  the  quick  response  unit  has  re- 
sponded to  32  calls  since  December  1977,  when  team  members  completed  their  train- 
ing. 


Krout  reports  that  outside  of  one  physician  in  Stevens vi  1 le,  area  residents 
rely  on  Missoula  and  Hamilton  for  medical  services,  personnel  and  facilities. 
Residents  of  the  northern  end  of  the  county  generally  travel  to  Missoula  for 
these  services,  and  residents  living  in  the  southern  portion  of  the  county  trav- 
el to  Hamilton,  which  has  a hospital. 

Krout  said  there  is  one  ambulance  in  Stevensvi  1 le,  which  is  operated  through 
the  sheriff's  office  in  Hamilton.  The  ambulance  is  operated  by  volunteers  on  an 
on-call  basis.  He  added,  however,  that  the  Missoula  ambulance  service  is  used 
more  often  in  Ravalli  County  than  the  Stevensvi lie  ambulance. 

It  is  Krout's  opinion  that  development  of  the  Hensler  Ranch  subdivisions 
would  impose  a significant  hardship  on  the  quick  response  unit,  as  well  as  on 
other  social  and  human  services.  He  believes  the  development  could  triple  the 
size  of  the  Florence  community  if  the  property  is  fully  developed.  Although 
it  is  anticipated  that  most  of  the  new  residents  would  use  Missoula  medical 
services,  there  would  still  be  an  increased  need  for  the  kind  of  emergency  aid 
provided  by  the  quick  response  unit. 
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Another  human  health  consideration  is  proper  solid  waste  disposal.  Cur- 
rently, there  are  two  approved  solid  waste  disposal  sites  in  Ravalli  County. 

The  disposal  site  at  Darby  is  operated  by  the  Darby  Refuse  Disposal  District 
and  is  for  use  almost  exclusively  by  Darby  area  residents.  The  other  site, 
at  Victor,  is  privately  owned  and  operated  by  Charles  Mann.  During  the  comment 
period  on  the  PER,  Mann  said  the  landfill  ..."can  easily  take  care  of  this  sub- 
division and  a hundred  more  like  it  with  no  adverse  effect." 

Depending  on  how  fast  the  subdivisions  would  be  developed,  the  DHES'  Solid 
Waste  Bureau  believes  the  development  would  have  a definite  impact  on  the  solid 
waste  system  in  the  area.  Unless  a new  landfill  site  is  developed,  it  is  esti- 
mated that  solid  waste  generated  by  the  development  would  significantly  shorten 
the  life  of  the  Victor  landfill. 

Landfill  location  is  a difficult  problem  in  the  Bitterroot  Valley,  accord- 
ing to  the  Solid  Waste  Bureau.  Valley  land  consists  generally  of  sandy,  gravel- 
ly soils,  underlain  by  high  groundwater,  and  the  bench  areas  pose  bedrock  prob- 
lems. Agricultural  land  in  the  Valley  is  generally  regarded  as  too  valuable  to 
be  used  for  landfill  purposes.  Finally,  few  people  want  a landfill  located 
next  to  their  home  and,  as  population  and  homes  increase,  there  will  be  fewer 
sites  to  choose  from  for  landfill  needs. 

Agricultural  or  Industrial  Production 


Most  of  the  802  acres  of  the  Riverview  Orchards  Subdivision  have  been  under 
cultivation  in  the  past.  Soils  are  classed  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
(SCS) , United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  (USDA),  as  Lolo  gravelly  loam. 

SCS  estimated  yield  on  this  soil  for  spring  wheat  is  20  bushels  per  acre  and  25 
bushels  per  acre  for  barley.  Therefore,  it  can  be  expected  that  under  ordinary 
management,  up  to  16,000  bushels  of  wheat  or  20,000  bushels  of  barley  could  be 
produced  on  this  land.  The  Chicago  Board  of  Trade  closing  price  for  September 
wheat  was  $3.24%  on  June  19.  The  grain  that  could  be  grown  on  this  land  would 
command  a gross  value  of  $51,880  on  that  day.  Net  value  would  be  gross  value 
less  cost  of  production. 

An  estimated  200  acres  of  the  land  in  the  northwest  part  of  Hidden  Valley 
Ranches  is  in  irrigated  alfalfa.  The  soils  are  classed  Lolo  gravelly  loam  and 

Hami  1 ton-Corvallis  silt  loam.  SCS  estimated  yields  for  alfalfa  on  these  soils 

range  from  2.6  to  4 tons  per  acre.  Using  an  average  of  3 tons  per  acre,  an 

estimated  600  tons  of  hay  could  be  produced.  Since  hay  prices  vary  from  year 

to  year,  depending  on  availability,  revenue  estimates  would  not  be  meaningful. 

Approximately  100  acres  in  the  eastern  portion  of  Hidden  Valley  Ranches 
have  been  cultivated  in  the  past,  but  now  support  sparse  cover  of  knapweed, 
Sandberg  bluegrass,  cheatgrass  and  forbs.  Surface  soils  tend  to  be  dry,  hard, 
puddled  or  in  hard  clods,  gravelly  or  cobbly  and  rough.  Discing  has  produced 
these  soil  conditions.  Yield  estimates  for  spring  wheat  on  these  soils  is  low 
due  to  low  moisture-holding  capacity. 

The  subdivision  of  Riverview  Orchards  will  end  the  growing  of  wheat  or 
barley.  In  terms  of  the  alfalfa,  some  property  owners  may  keep  portions  of 
their  land  in  alfalfa,  but  the  large  fields  will  be  broken  down  into  smaller 
parcels . 
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Industrial  and  Commercial  Activity 

Although  there  are  no  known  plans  for  commercial  developments  on  any  of 
the  subdivisions,  the  amount  of  anticipated  growth  will  probably  lead  to  more 
local  corranercial  activity.  This  growth  could  occur  in  Florence,  at  the  develop- 
ment site  or  in  both  areas.  It  is  difficult  to  predict  what  types  of  commercial 
I developments  might  occur,  but  certainly  some  will  be  aimed  at  providing  goods 
I and  services  for  new  and  existing  residents. 

I Commercial  and  industrial  development  have  been  approved  as  permitted  uses 

on  about  2,900  acres  of  the  Hensler  properties  by  means  of  the  zoning  process. 

I Ravalli  County  commissioners  have  approved  three  zoning  petitions,  covering 
portions  of  Hidden  Valley  and  Riverview  Orchards,  that  provide  for  one-acre  min- 
; imum  lot  sizes,  with  the  following  permitted  uses:  residential,  agricultural, 

I industrial  and  commercial . 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  four  acres  of  the  adjacent,  40-acre  proposed 
major  subdivision — Circle  Square  Homesites — have  been  designated  at  light  commer- 
cial. This  subdivision  is  at  the  preliminary  review  state.  Although  it  is  not 
a part  of  the  development  under  review  in  this  EIS,  it  lies  in  the  immediate 
vicinity. 

Access  to  and  Quality  of  Recreation  and  Wilderness  Activities 

Because  of  its  agricultural  land  base,  plus  its  location  along  a major 
water  system  and  between  two  majestic  mountain  ranges,  the  Bitterrot  Valley  has 
long  been  admired  as  one  of  the  most  scenic  areas  of  Montana.  The  valley's 
scenic  attractions,  plus  its  reputation  for  good  hunting  and  fishing,  have  drawn 
visitors  from  all  over  the  state  and  out-of-state  tourists  as  well. 

Florence  itself  provides  easy  access  to  a wide  variety  of  year-round,  out- 
door recreational  activities.  Located  just  a few  miles  from  Florence,  the 
Bitterroot  National  Forest  offers  a number  of  recreational  opportunities,  in- 
cluding hunting  (big  game  and  birds),  fishing,  hiking,  camping,  horseback  rid- 
ing, cross-country  skiing,  snow-shoeing  and  snowmobi ling. 

Though  most  recreational  activity  occurs  in  the  Bitterroot  Mountains  and 
along  the  west  side  of  the  valley,  the  Sapphire  Mountains  to  the  east  are  also 
used  for  recreational  activity.  Some  of  the  major  activities  in  the  Sapphires 
are  hunting,  hiking,  cross-country  skiing,  horseback  riding,  snowmobiling  and 
off-road  vehicle  use.  Major  access  roads  into  the  Sapphires  are  the  Eightmile 
Creek  Road,  the  Threemile  Creek  Road  and  the  Ambrose  Creek  Road.  Although  these 
roads  are  now  used  moderately,  it  is  anticipated  their  use  will  increase  sub- 
stantially with  development  of  the  proposed  subdivisions.  All  three  roads  are 
near  the  Hensler  Ranch  property,  and  Eightmile  Creek  Road  is  the  main  road  that 
would  serve  Riverview  Orchards,  the  major  subdivision. 

Other  attractions  near  Florence  are  the  Selway  Bitterroot  Wilderness  Area, 
the  Bitterroot  River  and  the  Ravalli  Wildlife  Refuge,  just  south  of  Florence. 

The  refuge  serves  as  a sanctuary  for  many  species  of  migratory  birds. 

The  Montana  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  has  developed  three  public  fishing 
access  sites  along  the  Bitterroot  River.  All  three  sites  are  only  a few  miles 
from  Florence  and  all  three  currently  receive  heavy  use. 
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Most  of  the  land  in  the  Bitterroot  Valley  is  privately  owned,  and  permis- 
sion is  often  required  before  entering  onto  it.  A sudden  influx  of  new  residents 
into  the  area  can  be  expected  to  put  a strain  on  landowner-sportsmen  relations 
as  more  and  more  people  seek  to  hunt  and  fish  on  private  property. 

With  increased  development  and  subdivision  activity  comes  increased  pressure 
on  all  recreational  resources  in  the  valley.  The  quality  of  the  recreational 
experience  can  be  expected  to  decline  proportionately  with  increased  use  of  the 
recreational  resource.  According  to  the  Gold  survey,  61  percent  of  the  respon- 
dents expect  to  see  a decline  in  the  quality  and  availability  of  recreational 
opportunities  if  the  Hensler  properties  are  developed. 

Locally  Adopted  Environmental  Plans  and  Goals 


In  1976,  the  citizens  of  Ravalli  County  adopted  a comprehensive  plan  for 
their  county.  The  plan  opens  with  the  following  goals  statement:  "The  follow- 
ing ideas,  expressed  as  goals,  are  centered  on  the  proposition  that  the  county 
citizens  cherish  the  rural  life  style  and  value  open  space,  and  that  direction 
toward  a higher  standard  of  living  includes  an  awareness  of  the  environmental 
qualities  to  be  maintained  for  the  present  and  future  county  residents." 

After  31  pages  of  discussion,  the  comprehensive  plan  closes  with  this  state- 
ment: 


"One  basic  characteristic  of  the  people  of  the  Bitterroot  is  their  pride  in 
being  who  they  are  and  where  they  are.  This  plan  is  an  attempt  to  help  all  of 
us  keep  that  pride,  to  assist  in  maintaining  those  qualities  of  life  that  make 
the  Bitterroot  unique.  The  plan  will  have  succeeded  in  its  purpose  if,  years 
from  now,  we  can  still  all  be  proud  to  say  that  we  live  in  the  Bitterroot  Valley 
of  Montana." 

In  other  words,  the  residents  of  this  area  take  a fierce  pride  in  their  en- 
vironment. Most  of  the  residents  live  here  by  choice,  and  most  moved  to  the  area 
recently  for  a single  reason:  they  like  the  rural  environment  of  the  Bitterroot 
Valley.  According  to  the  Gold  survey,  76  percent  of  the  respondents  said  they 
moved  to  the  area  primarily  for  its  rural  character.  The  same  survey  reveals 
that  73  percent  believe  there  has  been  an  erosion  of  this  aspect  of  the  community 
over  the  past  three  years. 

Land-use  planning  is  a controversial  issue  in  Ravalli  County.  The  DHES  re- 
ceived 31  letters  from  Florence  area  residents  and  citizen  groups  during  the 
comment  period  on  the  PER.  The  letters  generally  expressed  concern  about  the 
proposed  subdivisions  and  requested  further  review  by  the  state.  Of  the  31  let- 
ters, 12  were  critical  of  the  planning  process  in  Ravalli  County.  Comments  from 
the  letters  and  from  the  Gold  survey  indicate  that  county  residents  do  not  ar- 
bitrarily oppose  growth,  but  they  do  feel  threatened  by  rapid  and  disorderly 
growth  in  their  county. 

Florence-area  residents  do  not  feel  they  have  enough  control  over  what 
happens  in  their  community,  according  to  the  results  of  the  Gold  survey.  The 
survey  also  shows  that  residents  believe  "the  county  boards  and  commissioners  do 
not  entirely  share  local  residents'  feelings  about  growth."  In  his  narrative 
describing  the  survey  results.  Gold  states:  "While  respondents  feel  that  local 
residents  are  equally  divided  between  a no-growth  policy  and  the  promotion  of 
planned  growth,  only  27  percent  see  the  county  boards  and  commissioners  as  pro- 
moting planned  growth,  and  40  percent  see  them  as  promoting  spontaneous  growth. 
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Twenty- five  percent  say  they  could  not  characterize  the  county  boards'  and 
commissioners'  policies  on  growth."  Although  half  the  local  residents  believe 
they  should  have  the  most  control  over  growth  in  their  area,  according  to  the 
survey,  "the  majority  of  respondents  see  those  presently  in  control  of  growth 
decisions  (real  estate  developers,  large  landholders  and  the  county  commissioners) 
as  leading  them  away  from  a controlled  or  planned  growth  policy." 

According  to  local  newspaper  accounts,  planning  board  meetings  dealing  with 
development  of  the  Hensler  properties  have  been  heated  and  well  attended.  In 
their  letters  to  the  DHES  and  in  published  news  accounts,  area  residents  have 
criticized  the  process  by  which  several  minor  subdivisions,  with  a potential 
major  impact,  can  avoid  extensive  review  at  the  local  level  (Refer  to  section  on 
Background,  page  6 ).  To  date,  27  of  the  potential  76  minor  subdivisions  in 
COS  1316  and  COS  1503  have  been  approved  by  the  local  planning  board.  They 
are  still  pending  before  the  county  commissioners. 

The  commissioners  have  approved  three  zoning  petitions  covering  portions  of 
the  Hensler  property,  including  portions  of  Hidden  Valley  and  Riverview  Orchards. 

All  three  petitions,  which  cover  about  2,900  acres,  provide  for  one- acre  minimum 
lot  sizes,  with  the  following  permitted  uses:  residential,  agricultural,  indus- 
trial and  commercial.  Although  current  protective  covenants  restrict  lot  sizes 
in  the  minor  subdivisions  to  five  acres,  the  zoning  resolutions  clearly  indicate 
the  potential  for  one-acre  lots  upon  expiration  of  the  initial  term  of  the  cove- 
nants on  January  1 , 1983. 

Here  is  what  the  Ravalli  County  Comprehensive  Plan  says  about  zoning:  "Some 
sort  of  order  is  needed  if  the  growth  of  Ravalli  County's  population--evident  in 
the  past  few  years  and  projected  to  continue--is  not  to  produce  a rural  slum  and 
a blighted  landscape.  Everything  that  is  being  built  and  will  be  built  in  the 
future  cannot  be  beautiful,  and  a sprawl  of  eyesores  the  length  of  the  Bitterroot 
Valley  will  please  no  one.  Moreover,  unplanned  neighborhoods  tend  not  to  be 
neighborhoods  at  all,  but  merely  clusters  of  isolated  people.  Without  some  prior 
planning,  there  can  be  no  sense  of  community  among  groups  of  people  in  the  valley, 
no  conveniently  organized  areas  for  industry,  no  healthy  clusters  of  commercial 
enterprise. " 

Transportation  Networks  and  Traffic  Flows 

The  Montana  Department  of  Highways  was  asked  to  comment  on  impacts  of  the 
Hensler  Ranch  subdivisions  on  roads  and  traffic  in  the  Florence  area.  In  a memo 
dated  March  2,  1978,  the  department  defined  the  impact  as  major.  The  Department 
was  asked  to  elaborate  on  this  statement  after  it  was  decided  that  an  EIS  would 
be  written  for  the  development  in  compliance  with  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy 
Act  (MEPA).  The  department  declined  to  elaborate,  stating  the  roads  in  the  area 
are  maintained  and  controlled  by  the  county. 

Jay  Unrue,  head  of  the  Ravalli  County  Road  Department  was  also  asked  to  com- 
ment on  the  situation.  Unrue  said  the  East  Side  Highway  (Montana  Highway  203)  is 
a good  road  that  can  handle  the  anticipated  traffic  increase. 

The  East  Side  Highway  makes  a 90-degree  curve  at  the  Hensler  Ranch  subdivisions. 
The  county  road  that  would  serve  Riverview  Orchards  intersects  the  highway  near 
this  curve.  A private  access  road  that  would  serve  the  minor  subdivisions  enters 
the  highway  just  south  of  the  curve.  Mr.  Unrue  said  he  does  not  believe  the  lo- 
cation of  these  intersections  would  create  problems. 
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The  DHES  requested  written  comments  from  the  Ravalli  County  Road  Department 
concerning  impacts  of  the  Hensler  Ranch  subdivisions.  No  reply  has  been  received. 

It  should  be  noted  that  since  Florence  is  generally  regarded  as  a bedroom 
community  for  Missoula,  a development  of  the  magnitude  proposed  would  signifi- 
cantly raise  the  amount  of  commuter  traffic  on  Highway  93  between  Florence  and 
Missoula.  The  traffic  issue  was  raised  by  several  of  the  area  residents  who  sub- 
mitted letters  to  the  DHES  during  the  comment  period. 

Demands  for  Energy 

Representatives  of  both  the  Ravalli  County  Electric  Cooperative  and  Mountain 
Bell  said  they  would  be  able  to  service  the  proposed  Hensler  Ranch  subdivisions. 

Full  development  of  the  properties  would  necessitate  a new  substation, 
according  to  Gary  Mason,  a representative  of  the  electric  cooperative.  Cost  of 
a new  substation  would  be  shared  by  the  Ravalli  County  Electric  Cooperative  and 
the  Missoula  County  Electric  Cooperative  since  the  substation  would  service  cus- 
tomers of  both  cooperatives.  According  to  Mason,  the  main  power  line  to  the 
Hidden  Valley  subdivisions  would  be  paid  for  by  the  developers.  All  power  lines 
in  Hidden  Valley  would  be  underground.  Mason  said  he  did  not  know  who  would  pay 
for  the  main  line  to  Riverview  Orchards.  The  main  line  would  be  above  ground 
with  underground  service  connections. 

Since  the  Ravalli  County  cooperative  supplies  electricity  only,  any  auxill- 
iary  power  or  heating  sources  would  probably  have  to  be  supplied  by  the  indivi- 
dual property  owners. 

Telephone  service  will  be  provided  by  Mountain  Bell  from  its  Missoula  sta- 
tion. According  to  Jack  Pippy  of  the  Missoula  station,  the  quality  of  service 
will  depend  largely  on  the  rate  of  development.  If  growth  is  moderate  and  can 
be  forecast,  Pippy  anticipates  no  problems.  However,  if  growth  is  erratic  or 
slow  or  if  it  mushrooms,  he  said  it  would  be  difficult  to  supply  adequate  service. 

Another  major  energy  consideration  is  the  commuter  traffic  that  would  be 
generated  by  the  proposed  subdivisions.  It  is  anticipated  that  most  of  the  new 
residents  would  work  outside  of  Florence  and  many  would  work  in  Missoula,  which 
would  mean  a 40-mile  round  trip  each  workday. 

In  a time  of  high  fuel  prices  and  growing  awareness  about  finite  fossil  fuel 
supplies,  the  necessity  to  commute  is  probably  becoming  a major  consideration  in 
home-buying  decisions. 

PRIMARY,  SECONDARY  AND  CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS 

Primary  impacts  include  the  change  in  land  use  and  the  apparent  lack  of 
local  support  for  high  density,  rapid  development. 

The  proposed  subdivisions  will  change  the  area  from  a rural,  agricultural 
area  to  a more  suburban  community.  According  to  the  Gold  survey,  people  in 
the  Florence  area  are  not  anti -development,  but  they  do  not  want  rapid, 
high  density  growth  and  the  problems  associated  with  such  development. 

Secondary  impacts  include  such  things  as  loss  of  wildlife  habitat, 
increase  in  the  demand  for  local  government  services  and  the  possible  alteration 
of  ai  r quali  ty. 
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Development  of  the  2,500-acre  tract  will  eliminate  a great  deal  of 
natural  habitat,  thus  resulting  in  game  and  non-game  wildlife  moving  out 
of  the  area  and  into  quieter,  more  protected  areas.  There  is  a possibility 
the  migration  from  one  area  to  another  will  cause  crowding  in  adjacent  areas. 

If  rapid  development  occurs,  local  government  services  --  such  as 
schools,  law  enforcement,  fire  protection,  roads,  etc.  --  will  be  impacted. 

I The  subdivisions  will  generate  more  tax  income,  but  whether  the  increases 
i will  cover  the  services  is  a point  of  conjecture. 

I If  local  residents  and  homeowner  associations  do  not  take  steps  to 

surface  roads  or  suppress  road  dust,  it  is  possible  federal  air  quality 
standards  will  be  exceeded. 

The  cumulative  impact  of  the  proposed  subdivisions  will  be  a change 
from  a rural  to  a more  urban  community  and  the  permanent  loss  of  agricultural 
land.  By  itself  the  loss  of  crop  land  should  not  affect  agricultural  pro- 
1 duction  in  Ravalli  County;  however,  it  adds  to  the  cumulative  loss  of 
agricultural  land  to  residential  development  in  the  county. 

POTENTIAL  GROWTH  INDUCING  OR  INHIBITING  IMPACTS 

If  the  developments  on  the  2,500-acre  tract  prove  to  be  successful, 
they  could  prompt  the  development  of  the  1 ,950  acres,  southeast  of  the 
property  now  being  reviewed.  The  growth  could  encourage  the  creation  of 
additional  developments,  such  as  the  proposed  Circle  Square  Homesites,  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  the  land  now  under  review.  Thus,  there  is  a good 
chance  the  proposed  developments  will  be  growth  inducing. 

IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENTS  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  RESOURCES 

As  previously  discussed,  land  use  and  aesthetics  will  be  forever  changed, 
along  with  possible  negative  impacts  to  air  quality  and  water  availability. 

ECONOMIC  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  COSTS  AND  BENEFITS 


Economi c 


Benefi  ts : 

1.  Tax  revenues  for  Ravalli  County  will  increase. 

2.  There  will  be  greater  demands  for  local  goods  and  services. 

3.  Development  and  construction  will  create  short-term  jobs. 

Costs: 

1.  There  will  be  a need  for  more  local  government  and  human  services, 
such  as  schools,  law  enforcement,  fire  protection,  roads,  etc. 

2.  The  cost  of  building  and  living  will  probably  be  higher  than  if 
the  development  were  situated  near  a major  urban  center,  such  as 
Missoula  or  Hamilton. 

3.  There  will  be  a loss  of  agricultural  production. 

Envi ronmental 


Benefi  ts : 

1.  The  chance  of  over-grazing  on  dry  benchland  areas  will  be  reduced. 
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2.  People  moving  into  the  developments  will  enjoy  some  of  the 
benefits  of  rural  living;  however,  if  rapid,  high  density 
development  occurs,  the  character  of  country  living  will  change. 


Cos  ts : 

1.  The  development  will  cause  a permanent  change  in  aesthetics 
and  land  use. 

2.  More  stress  on  recreational  opportunities  in  the  area  and 
possibly  more  strain  on  landowner-sportsmen  relations. 

3.  The  development  will  possibly  degrade  air  quality  and  water 
avai labili ty . 

4.  Household  pets  may  cause  harrassment  of  wildlife  and  domestic 
livestock. 

5.  The  rural  character  of  the  Florence  area  is  likely  to  be  changed. 

6.  Wildlife  habitat  will  be  lost  to  residential  development. 

Short-term  vs.  Long-term  Costs  and  Benefits 
Short-term 
Costs: 

There  will  be  some  degradation  and  disruption  of  the  land  during  the 

construction  of  roads  and  houses. 

Benefits: 

Jobs  will  be  created  by  the  construction  associated  with  the 

subdivisions. 


Long-term 
Costs : 

There  will  be  a loss  of  wildlife  habitat  and  the  area  will  change  in 
terms  of  character  and  aesthetics. 

Benefi  ts : 

The  reduction  of  grazing  will  benefit  some  of  the  dryland  bench  areas 
which  have  been  over  grazed  in  the  past. 
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ALTERNATIVES 


1.  Disapprove  the  subdivisions: 

The  Hidden  Valley  Ranches,  COS  1316,  and  COS  1503,  would  remain  as 
twenty-acre  parcels  and  perhaps  exemptions  would  be  used  to  create  a similar 
number  of  parcels  on  a piecemeal  approach.  Riverview  Orchards  subdivision 
would  remain  with  its  present  configuration  of  approximately  72  lots. 

2.  Unconditional  approval: 

The  subdivision  would  be  approved  without  any  additional  requirements. 

3.  Conditional  approval: 

A.  Riverview  Orchards  Subdivision  cannot  be  approved  until  the  items 
requested  in  the  February  24,  1978,  letter  from  DHES  to  Professional  Con- 
sultants, Inc.,  have  been  received.  Those  items  are: 

1)  Percolation  tests  on  lots  6A  and  6B  exceeded  60  minutes  per  inch, 
which  is  an  unacceptably  slow  rate.  An  acceptable  sewage  treatment 
site  must  be  found  before  approval  of  lots  6A  and  6B  can  be  granted. 

2)  An  additional  $50.  review  fee  must  be  submitted  (154  lots  x $25.  per 
lot  =$3,850.  The  Department  received  a check  for  $3,800.). 

3)  A letter  of  approval  from  the  Ravalli  County  Health  officer  or  his 
agent. 

B.  The  Air  Quality  Bureau,  DHES,  has  determined  that  road  dust  from  the 
Hensler  Ranch  Subdivisions  (which  include:  Riverview  Orchards  and  Certificates 
of  Survey  1316  and  1503)  will  create  violations  of  federal  ambient  air  quality 
standards  unless  appropriate  preventive  action  is  taken. 

The  DHES  will  issue  an  administrative  order  to  parties  responsible 
for  maintenance  of  the  roads  under  the  provisions  of  ARM  16-2.14  (1)-S1440 
Particulate  Matter  Airborne  that  will  require  the  initiation  of  appropriate 
road  dust  control  measures. 


RECOMMENDATION 

Based  on  the  information  in  this  EIS,  the  DHES  recommends  alternative  three, 
conditional  approval  of  Riverview  Orchards  and  the  parcels  being  reviewed  in 
Certificates  of  Survey  1316  and  1503. 
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Appendix  A 


January  1 1 , 1978 


State  Dept,  of  Health  & Environmental  Sciences 
Subdivision  Division 
State  of  Montana 
Helena,  Montana  59601 

Gentlemen: 

Under  the  present  rules  observed  in  Ravalli  County  at  this  time, 
Ammended  Subdivision  Plats  are  not  reviewed  by  the  Planning  Board. 

After  consulting  with  those  in  charge  of  surveying  the  several 
lots  in  RIVERVIEW  ORCHARDS,  shown  on  the  enclosed  plat,  we  feel  it  is 
in  the  best  interest  of  the  County  and  particularly  the  office  of  Clerk 
and  Recorder  that  these  several  potential  Ammended  Subdivision  Plats  be 
filed  on  one  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  reviewing  this  and  all  platted  lands  to  help  assure 
the  health  and  safety  of  the  people  of  Ravalli  County. 

Sincerely, 


■M 
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Ladles  and  Gentlemen: 


This  draft  environmental  impact  statement  has  been  prepared  in  compliance  with 
the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act.  At  the  advice  of  the  Environmental  Quality 
Council,  the  statement  was  prepared  to  deal  with  the  cumulative  impacts  of  two  separate 
subdivisions.  One  of  the  two,  Hyalite  Foothills,  was  proposed  for  development  in  two 
sections,  but  removal  of  the  sanitary  restrictions  was  requested  for  both  sections  so 
it  has  been  considered  as  a single  development.  To  the  extent  possible,  the  impact  of 
existing  subdivisions  in  the  area  also  was  considered  in  the  preparation  of  this  state- 
ment. 

Comments  and  questions  will  be  accepted  for  at  least  30  days,  and  a 15-day  extension 
may  be  granted  for  sufficient  reason. 


Sincerely 


Daniel  Vichorek 
Technicial  Writer 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 
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Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Hyalite  Meadows  and 
Hyalite  Foothills  No.  1 and  No.  2,  proposed  subdivisions 
in  Gallatin  County,  Montana 

Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69-6504(b) (3) ; and 
the  act  controlling  both  public  and  private  water  supply  and  sewage  disposal  for 
subdivisions,  section  69-5001  through  69-5005;  and  the  act  controlling  water  pollution. 
Section  69-4801  through  69-4827;  this  impact  statement  was  prepared  in  response  to 
requests  that  the  sanitary  restrictions  be  removed  from  the  proposed  above  subdivisions. 

I.  EXPLANATION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

Two  sets  of  developers  wish  to  subdivide  two  pieces  of  property  in  the  Hyalite 
area.  One  of  the  subdivisions.  Hyalite  foothills,  is  divided  into  two  development 
areas,  designated  as  No,  1 and  No.  2.  These  two  sections  total  356.712  acres,  which  would 
be  divided  into  91  lots  by  the  developers,  Delbrook  Licktenberg  and  H,  B,  Landoe,  The 
property  is  located  in  Sections  10  and  15,  Township  3 South,  Range  5 East,  as  shown  on 
the  attached  map. 

Hyalite  Meadows  is  located  in  Section  3 of  the  same  range  and  township,  also  shown 
on  the  map.  This  subdivision  would  consist  of  26  lots  on  81,151  acres.  The  developers 
are  Thomas  Overturf,  Gene  Cook  and  W.  Larry  Olson. 

Both  subdivisions  would  utilize  individual  wells  and  individual  septic  tanks. 
Development  would  be  restricted  to  single  family  dwellings.  There  would  be  no  cut  and 
fill  for  roads.  Road  surfaces  would  be  gravel,  with  roadside  drainage  ditches.  If 
dusty  roads  became  a problem,  they  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Homeowners 
Association,  which  would  be  formed  by  lot  owners  to  deal  with  common  problems, 

A commercial  trash  hauler  has  verified  that  he  would  be  available  to  remove  solid 
waste  from  these  developments.  Power  and  telephone  lines  would  be  underground. 

In  Hyalite  Meadows,  a total  of  9.926  acres  would  be  dedicated  as  parkland,  in 
three  pieces.  One  section  of  the  parkland,  comprising  1.032  acres,  is  along  Middle 
Creek  in  the  southwest  corner  of  the  property. 
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A syste.  of  irrigation  ditches  exists  on  the  Hyalite  Meadows  property  If  this 

- suhdl.ded.  the  ditches  w1„  regain  essentially  as  they  are.  within  40  and  SO  foot 
ditch  easements. 

.pro,„„.  in  thU  „ 35  TK™ 

. n«l.  ..  ...  b, 

C j 6GK  o 

as  P-Perty  prohahly  can  he  eliminated, 

th  are  used  only  for  agricultural  Irrigation  on  the  land  to  he  subdivided.  Logs 

wells  denied  In  the  area  Indicate  wells  between  40  and  70  feet  deep  produce  ten  to 
thirty  gallons  per  minute,  which  Is  much  more  than  enough. 


n.  EXISTING  ENVIRONMENT 
A.  Soils 

The  Hyalite  Meadows  Subdivision  consists  almost  entirely  of  Huffine  Silt  Loam 
and  Huffine  Gravelly  Loam  soils.  Almost  all  of  this  land  Is 

According  to  Information  from  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  th's  land  h i 
has  potential  agricultural  yield  as  follows; 

Winter  Wheat  Spring  Wheat  Barley  Alfalfa 
- — —IS  7Shu 

^-^els  6075  hu.  405  tons 

-0  acreVoTthTsV?;"  -o, 

land  is  useable  for  agriculture.  Total  potential  yields  on  this 
property  are  as  follows; 

'"ter 

bushels  11.000  bushels  16.500  bushels  1100  tons 

These  yields  are  average  estimates  based  on  good  management. 
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Tests  Indicate  that  these  soils  are  quite  porous  and  suitable  for  septic  tank 
drainfields.  These  tests,  performed  by  SURVCO,  an  engineering  firm  hired  by  the  subdivider, 
showed  percolation  rates  range  from  approximately  1 minute  per  inch  to  about  12  minutes 
per  inch,  with  the  average  around  6 minutes  per  inch,  which  is  excellent  for  septic 
tank  use.  One  test  was  made  per  lot. 

One  soil  profile  hole  was  sunk  per  five  acres  of  land.  These  holes  went  down  ten 
feet  and  found  no  groundwater,  A map  prepared  by  the  U.S,  Geological  Survey  shows 
groundwater  more  than  ten  feet  down  throughout  both  proposed  developments.  The  Irrigation 
ditches  in  Hyalite  Meadows  apparently  have  no  effect  on  the  water  table,  as  holes  sunk 
next  to  them  did  not  detect  any  seepage. 

The  level  of  Middle  Creek  is  at  least  20  feet  below  the  surface  of  all  lots,  so 
there  is  no  floodplain  problem. 

B.  Vegetation 

All  this  land  is  used  to  agricultural  crops  except  for  the  area  along  Middle 
Creek,  where  there  are  some  shrubs  and  deciduous  trees. 

C.  Wildlife 

According  to  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  this  is  not  a critical  wildlife 
area.  Species  found  occasionally  on  the  land  include  pheasant,  magpie,  mourning  dove, 
fox,  skunk,  jackrabbit,  and  cottontail  rabbit,  with  rainbow  and  brook  trout  in  the  creek, 

D.  Topography 

The  Hyalite  Meadows  land  is  generally  flat.  Hyalite  Foothills  is  mostly  flat 
with  some  steeper  area  on  the  south  end.  It  appears  that  each  lot  has  sites  suitable 
j for  house  construction  and  drainfield  location,  except  lot  37,  in  Hyalite  Foothills  No,  1, 

I 

! E.  Existing  Development 

I Considerable  subdivision  activity  already  has  occurred  in  the  area  of  these 

proposed  developments.  In  the  immediate  area,  there  are  five  subdivisions  which  have 
I existed  an  average  of  approximately  three  years.  These  developments  comprise  approximately 
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100  lots,  of  which  about  one-third  have  been  built  upon. 

According  to  a spo.es.an  for  the  Gallatin  planning  office,  the  4,000  acre  Hyalit, 
area  has  been  19  percent  subdivided  to  date.  This  subdivided  area  consists  of  730  ac, 
icled  into  235  lots,  currently  occupied  by  approximately  200  persons 

.. » ...  p™,.,,. ».  ■ 

agricultural  land  in  the  Hyalite  vicinity. 

ni,  PROBABLE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 
A"  Water  Pollution 

Th.  „„  „„  ^ 

B.  Air  Pollution 

There  might  be  a dust  problem  from  the  gravel  roads  in  the  area,  but  this  coulc 
corrected  by  residents  of  the  subdivision  through  the  Homeowners  Association.  The 

: --  - - ^^^s  who  wou. 

have  to  suffer  the  dust  if  it  were  not  corrected. 

an  additLlr’"'"''  '''  =“bdi-visidn.,came  from  outside  Montana,  they  would  cause 

new  1 " """""  - - —ion  of 

ew  coal-fired  generating  plants  which  would  further  pollute  the  air  of  eastern  Montana 

-e  a pollution  impact  thus  could  occur  away  from  the  site  of  the  building,  wh  i 7 

would  have  an  impact  on  persons  not  connected  with  the  subdivision. 

4 tw  oVeTT" 

0 e ectrical  energy,  so  the  117  units  contemplated  in  these  two  subdivisions  would 
ccounty  for  about  468  hv.  The  MPC  spokesman  said  he  did  not  expect  any  shortage  of 
9 nerating  capacity,  provided  the  Colstrip  generating  units  went  on  line  as  scheduled 
a sai  that  in  1973.  MPC  connected  a total  of  290  new  single  family  homes.  303  mobile 
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,omes,  and  212  multi-family  living  units  in  the  area  roughly  bounded  by  Gardiner,  Livingston, 

jozeman  and  Ennis.  The  West  Yellowstone  area  is  not  served  by  MPC.  In  1972  there  were 

m single  family  homes,  571  mobile  homes,  and  184  multi-family  units. 

There  should  be  little  or  no  impact  from  new  power  lines  to  serve  the  proposed 
subdivisions,  as  they  will  be  run  from  a nearby  substation. 

C.  Visual  Impacts 

If  full  development  occurs,  the  scenery  will  go  from  pastoral  to  suburban. 

D.  Law  Enforcement 

The  Gallatin  County  sheriff  said  no  additional  staff  would  be  hired  to  extend 

law  enforcement  to  these  developments  or  any  others.  He  said  that  his  staff  is  already 

"short  handed  and  run  to  death."  and  that  subdivisions  add  to  the  over-extension  of  his 
responsibilities.  Sheriff's  deputies  spend  an  increasing  amount  of  time  responding  to 
"lost  horse  reports"  and  other  problems  in  subdivisions,  the  sheriff  said. 

Thus,  the  subdivision  of  this  land  apparently  would  not  cost  the  county  any  more 
for  law  enforcement,  but  would  result  in  generally  poorer  law  enforcement  elsewhere  in  the 
county.  Eventually,  increased  population  and  the  redistribution  of  existing  population 
by  subdivisions  probably  would  cause  expansion  of  the  sheriff's  staff. 

E.  Schools 

The  extent  to  which  subdivision  of  this  area  would  burden  the  schools  depends 
on  what  type  of  persons  buy  the  property,  and  where  they  are  from.  If  relatively  young 
families  with  children  move  into  the  area  from  outside  the  state,  the  total  cost  of 
schooling  would  increase  along  with  the  increased  number  of  students  in  Bozeman  area 
schools.  If  families  with  children  already  attending  school  in  Bozeman  move  to  the 
subdivisions,  the  only  increase  in  cost  would  be  for  busing. 

The  Anderson  School,  a one-room  building  with  one  teacher  and  eight  grades,  is 
located  just  west  of  these  subdivisions.  The  Anderson  School  clerk  said  that  the  school 
,,  currently  has  too  few  students  to  maintain  its  accreditation,  and  would  welcome  up  to 
16  more  before  another  teacher  or  teaching  aide  would  have  to  be  hired. 
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High  school  students  would  have  to  be  bused  to  Bozeman. 

If  the  students  were  from  outside  the  area,  the  additional  costs  of  schooling  wo, 
Public  INstruction. 

Busing  costs  from  the  area  would  be  approximately  $442.80  per  year,  according  to 
-nty  school  superintendent,  office.  Approximately  four  students  are  now  bused  from 
e area,  and  a few  more  could  ride  the  present  bus  without  any  problem,  but  a substan- 
-crease  In  students,  such  as  might  result  If  many  families  moved  Into  the  area,  would 
cegdire  either  an  additional  bus  or  another  run  by  the  present  bus.  boosting  costs 
The  state  superintendent's  office  said  families  now  have  an  average  of  8/lOth; 

; ’ --  ^verage  was  observed  In  growth  areas  such  as  Colstrlp.  where  most  of 

ami  les  moving  In  are  relatively  young  and  thus  have  school  age  children.  It  Is  not 
Me  y that  families  of  the  same  type  would  move  Into  the  Hyalite  area  m the  near  futu, 
ev  . considering  the  costs  of  building  the  types  of  bousing  seen  In  the  area 

,or  aTV"  " *^ey  have  live 

re  atively  lont  time,  he  said,  but  they  are  selling  their  houses  In  Bozeman  or 

ZZ  ZZ  f """" - - 

doing  : V 

o.n  so.  A spokesman  In  the  county  assessor's  office  said  subdivision  activity  Is 

take  ItT'  ''''  legislature  will  m the  future 

take  strong  measures  against  subdividing. 

If  we  assume  a worst  case  situation,  wherein  both  of  these  subdivisions  were  fully 
-e  ;y  IIT  families  with  an  average  of  a.ioths  child  each,  we  still  have  dIfficuUy 

ca  cu  a,,  ,,, 

C 00  stu  ents.  at  $857  each,  plus  the  total  busing  costs  of  $442.80  per  year. 
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The  cost  for  schooling  the  grade  school  students  cannot  be  calculated  at  this  time, 
there  were  approximately  70  grade  school  students,  the  Anderson  School  would  need 
ee  new  rooms  and  at  least  three  new  teachers.  In  view  of  the  shyrocheting  costs  of 
,struction.  it  would  be  meaningless  to  estimate  the  cost  of  the  school  expansion  10 
.rs  in  the  future,  which  probably  would  be  the  soonest  it  would  be  necessary,  if  m 
:t  it  ever  was  necessary.  Probably  the  $857  per  student  estimate  would  be  valid 

er  the  long  run. 

Both  the  subdivisions  currently  under  construction  are  within  three  miles  of  the 
derson  School,  so  parents  would  be  responsible  for  transporting  students  to  the  school. 

ider  state  regulations. 

F.  Firn  Protection 

Ih.r.  IS  n.  publtt.U>  n™ 

„ dlstnc,  IS  f.«..  I.  -Ill  H.  «"•««  W 

ts  protection. 

G Recreational  Impacts 

The  U.S.  Forest  Service  District  Ranger  said  development  of  subdivisions  in 
he  Hyalite  area  would  not  hinder  public  use  of  the  national  forest  land.  It  seems 
..obable  however  that  an  increase  in  the  number  of  people  living  near  the  forest  would 
-esult  in  more  use  of  the  public  land  and  thus  greater  impacts. 

H,  Tax  Revenue 

Subdivision  of  the  property  in  question  would  result  in  a substantial  increase 
in  property  tax  revenues.  The  taxable  value  of  the  land  changes  when  the  use  of  the 
land  changes.  Agricultural  land  is  rated  according  to  its  productivity.  There  are 
approximately  25  taxation  classes  on  land,  depending  on  the  use. 

The  land  within  the  boundaries  of  the  proposed  subdivisions  has  not  been  assessed 
as  a unit,  so  the  exact  taxable  value  cannot  now  be  determined.  However,  records  in  the 
county  assessor's  office  show  that  139  acres  of  irrigated  cropland  on  the  property 
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con,pns,„g  part  of  the  proposed  Hyalite  FoothiHs  subdivision  was  assessed  at  $4185 
An  adjacent  20  acres  of  grazing  land  fell  into  a different  classification,  and  was 

va  ue  Of  the  139  acres  would  be  $1255.50.  The  taxable  value  is  multiplied  by  the  mill 
w .ch  .n  this  case  is  158.15  mills,  and  the  actual  tax  due  on  the  139  acres  would  be 
IMl.  The  land  would  be  taxed  much  higher  if  it  were  subdivided.  The  county  asses 
reported  that  the  average  assessed  value  per  subdivision  acre  is  approximately  $84 
Therefore,  after  subdivision,  the  tax  revenue  on  the  139  acres  would  be  $587  97 
However.  Oallatin  County  subdividers  get  a 50  percent  tax  breah  on  subdivided  land,  whi 
would  drop  the  initial  tax  revenue  on  the  139  acres  to  approximately  $294.  Tax 
revenue  would  increase  above  the  pc  in+c 

^ ‘He  new  buyers  assumed  the 

eff  t ' d''  in 

If  all  the  crop  land  in  the  two  subdivisions  were  taxed  the  same  as,  the  139 ’acres 
mentioned  above,  it  would  bring  in  approximately  $445  in  taxes  annually 

If  all  the  grazing  land  were  valued  same  as  the  20  acres  mentioned  above,  it  would 
bring  m approximately  $4.82  in  taxes,  in  its  present  use. 

The  total  acreage  of  the  two  subdivision  is  approximately  437  acres,  which  could 

7“  - - - -es  When  all  lots  were  sold,  at  the  current  millage.  T u 1 

subdivision  than  it  would  as  agricultural  land. 

. .... ...  ..  ^ 

r.. . rr;  ’■  --  ■■  .1... 
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This  would  appear  to  offset  the  costs  of  schooling  the  children  of  the  117  families 
eh  luld  he  appro.1.atel.  Ssa.OOO  per  .ear  If  the  families  averaged  S.lOths  of  a ch.d 
■h  and  If  It  cost  an  average  of  $857  per  year  to  educate  each  child.  In  view  o e 
.rent  tendency  of  the  land  In  the  Hyalite  area  to  he  purchased  hy  persons  of  .iddle 
. or  Older.  It  appears  llhely  that  there  would  he  far  fewer  children  than  if  younger 
,„1es  were  to  move  In,  so  the  school  costs  .Ight  regain  relatively  low. 

Another  economic  consideration  Is  the  loss  of  this  land  for  agricultural  use. 

■ the  Soil  Conservation  Service  is  correct  that  the  land  could  grow  over  15, 

,3hels  of  Wheat,  and  If  wheat  Is  worth  $5.00  a hushel . then  a loss  could  he  more  than 

75,000  per  year. 

If  the  buyers  of  lots  were  from  outside  the  state,  their  Income  taxes  could 
aded  to  the  heneficlal  economic  Impact  of  these  subdivisions.  The  amount  of  Increased 
evenue  realized  from  Income  tax  paid  hy  each  new  family  cannot  he  calculated.  There 
.ohahly  are  many  economic  considerations  that  have  not  been  mentioned  In  this  sta  emen 
.d  the  authors  do  not  pretend  that  this  economic  analysis  Is  exhaustive.  However  unitl 
research  hy  economists  can  provide  the  Information  necessary  to  analyze  the  impact 
3.haiv1s1ons  such  as  these,  no  better  Information  Is  Hhely  to  he  forthcoming. 

IV.  ALTERNATIVES  AVAILABLE  TO  THIS  DEPARTMENT 

A.  Grant  the  hemoval  of  sanitary  restrictions  as  requested. 

B Deny  removal  of  the  sanitary  restrictions. 

c'.  Grant  the  removal  of  the  sanitary  restrictions  contingent  upon  the  meeting  of 
certain  conditions. 

, ,„i„  0,  .1.  ""  “• 
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this  case,  as  the  soil  seems  well  suited  to  the  use  of  septic  tanks  without  any  dang& 
of  ground  or  surface  water  contamination. 

V.  CONCLUSIONS 

There  does  not  appear  to  be  any  reason  why  the  proposed  subdivisions  hsould  not 
be  approved  except  for  one  lot  as  noted.  The  information  currently  available  will  be 
reviewed  in  light  of  comments  received  following  publication  of  this  impact  statement, 
If  there  is  no  substantive  information  to  the  contrary,  the  restrictions  will  be 
removed,  with  the  understanding  that  the  Gallatin  County  sanitarians  will  inspect  and 
approve  the  installation  and  operation  of  all  sewer  and  water  systems. 

VI.  AUTHORS  AND  SOURCES  OF  INFORMATION 


Or. 

I groviV 
eCor 
W 
utensii 


This  impact  statement  was  written  by  Daniel  Vichorek,  Technical  Writer,  Environmerp^it 
Sciences  Division.  Information  was  furnished  by  the  developers  and  their  engineering  iiWi 
consultants,  and  by  the  office  of  the  Gallatin  County  Superintendent  of  Schools,  the 
County  Surveyor,  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  the  U.S.  Forest  Service,  the  county  ^ 
assessor's  office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction,  the  m 

office  of  the  Gallatin  County  planners,  the  Gallatin  County  sanitarians.  The  Montana  U 

Power  Company,  Dr.  Layton  Thompson  of  Montana  State  University,  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service,  the  County  SHeriff,  and  All  Keppner,  Soil  Scientist  for  the  Water  Quality  Bureal. 

Several  publications  were  reviewed  to  determine  their  applicability  to  the  subdivis'Dr 
situation  in  the  Hyalite  area. 

These  were  as  follows: 

The  Costs  of  Urban  Growth:  Observations  and  Judgements  by  Richard  C.  Bradley, 

Pike's  Peak  Area  Council  of  Governments,  1973 

The  Gallatin  Area,  A Summary  Report,  Bulletin  344,  Gallatin  Canyon  Study  Team, 
February,  1974 


f 
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, Mnuntain  Recrpational  ComniMni ti es  and  Land  Use,  “The  Summit  County  Experience,” 

Dr.  Wilbert  0.  Ulman,  The  Colorado  Land  Use  Commission,  December,  1973 

r.n.t.1  of  Growth,  A comparison  of  changes  in  local  government  expenditure 
, growth  and  non-growth  countTes  in  Colorado,  by  Therese  C.  Lucas,  the  Colorado  Land 
;e  Commission,  April,  1974 

T.v  Tmnact  pf  Recreational  Sub-Divisions,  A Case  Study,  Oregon  State  University 

xtension  Service,  Special  Report  365,  July,  1972 

fl  Tavnaver's  Prnhlem-Recreational  Subdivisions  in  UtaJi,  by  Donald  W.  MacPherson, 

)tah  State  University,  1973 

Following  review  of  these  documents,  the  authors  concluded  that  the  information 
published  was  contradictory  and  generally  irrelevant  to  the  subdivisions  here  under 
consideration,  but  they  are  mentioned  here  as  a bibliography  for  persons  interested  in 
subdivision  research. 

Future  research  into  the  benefits  and  impacts  of  subdivisions  should  be  based  on 
the  realization  that  no  subdivision  is  exactly  like  any  other,  and  the  variation  from 
case  to  case  is  sufficient  to  require  that  specialists  examine  each  subdivision  in  depth 
to  determine  its  probable  effects. 
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Department  of  Health  and  Erptfronmental  Sciences 

ISTATE  OFMarOTAIMA  Helena, Montana  59601 

So 


October  17,  1973 

STATE  CCCUMENTS 


Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Toi\Tisend 
City-County  Planning  Board,  Townsend 
Townsend  Star,  Townsend 

Thomas,  Dean  ^ Hoskins,  Inc.,  1111  No.  7th  Avenue,  Bozeman 

Mr.  John  M.  Kretinger,  Box  616,  Three  Forks 

Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Helena 

Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena 

Mr.  James  Goetz,  Bridger  Canyon  Bozeman 

Mr.  Cleve  Johnson,  Sanitarian,  Courthouse,  Boulder 

Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning,  Helena 
Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212  Venture  Center,  Missoula 
Montana  State  Library,  Helena 
Ms.  Dorothy  Bradley,  Route  3,  Box  114,  Bozeman 

Mr.  Raymond  Hurley,  Joe  Brooks  Chapter,  Trout  Unlimited,  Box  271,  Livingston 
Ms.  Doris  Milner,  Montana  Wilderness  Association,  Route  1,  Box  1410,  Hamilton 
Mr.  Perry  Nelson,  526  North  Bozeman  Avenue,  Bozeman 
Mr.  Charles  Bradley,  1105  South  Tracy,  Bozeman 
Mr.  Rick  Graetz,  Box  894,  Helena 


Gentlemen: 

This  impact  statement  is  submitted  for  your  consideration.  Comments  or 
questions  should  be  submitted  to  me  within  30  days.  A 15-day  extension  of 
the  comment  period  can  be  granted  if  there  is  a good  reason. 

Sincerely, 


Daniel  Vichorek,  Technical  Writer 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 


DV:sh 

cc : Ben  Wake 
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MONTANA  STATE  DEPAR'I^ENT  OF  IlEALTH 
AND 

ENVIRONMEN^rAL  SCIENCES 

October  17,  1973 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATBIEINT 
for 

JEFFERSON  RIVER  ACRES,  A PROPOSED  SUBDIVISION  IN  BROADWATER  COUNTY 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69-6504  (b)  (3); 
and  the  act  controlling  both  public  and  private  water  supply  and  sewage 
disposal  for  subdivisions;  and  the  act  to  control  water  pollution,  this 
statement  was  prepared  by  the  Environmental  Sciences  Division  of  the  State 
Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  for  the  above  development 
for  which  a request  has  been  received  for  the  removal  of  the  sanitary 
restrictions.  State  law  requires  that  the  sanitary  restrictions  be  removed 
before  construction  on  a subdivision  of  any  building  requiring  facilities 
for  the  supply  of  water  or  the  disposition  of  sewage  or  solid  waste. 

Location 


This  property  is  located  in  the  south  central  portion  of  Section  28,  Town- 
ship 2 North,  Range  1 East  on  the  west  bank  of  the  Jefferson  River  adjacent 
to  old  Highway  No.  10  as  shown  on  the  attached  map. 

Description  of  Proposed  Development 

The  owners,  John  M.  and  Stanlie  J.  Kreitinger,  would  divide  15.159  acres  into 

11  lots.  Four  of  the  lots  would  front  on  the  Jefferson  River,  and  would  be 
partially  flooded  by  high  water  in  the  spring  and  as  a result  of  ice  jams 
during  some  winters,  according  to  the  Floodway  Management  Bureau  of  the 
State  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation.  The  BIB  said  back- 
water from  ice  jams  on  the  Jefferson  River  near  Sappington,  upstream  from 
this  property,  has  reached  depths  to  12  feet. 

On  this  property,  therefore,  the  flood  plain  limit  is  estimated  to  lie  about 

12  feet  above  the  present  surface  of  the  water.  This  estimated  flood  plain 
leaves  room  for  the  required  100-foot  separation  between  the  highwater 
level  and  a septic  tank  drainfield  on  each  lot. 

Road  surfaces  would  be  gravel.  Roadside  ditches  and  cross  culverts  would 
accommodate  runoff.  A fairly  substantial  fill  and  a large  culvert  would 
be  required  for  a proposed  road  to  cross  a deep  dry  wash  on  the  lower  end 
of  the  property.  This  wash  handles  quite  a lot  of  runoff  in  the  spring, 
and  the  river  at  maximum  flood  apparently  would  back  water  about  250  feet 
into  the  development  to  a point  in  the  dry  wash  upstream  from  the  road. 

The  dry  wash  area  would  be  dedicated  as  public  park  land,  which  is  of 
marginal  value  for  this  purpose. 

The  owner  proposes  that  temporary  overhead  utility  lines  serve  the  first 
house  that  would  be  constructed  on  the  development  this  fall.  Underground 
lines  would  then  be  installed  in  the  spring.  The  relatively  high  cost  of 
placing  the  lines  underground  was  the  reason  they  will  be  temporarily  over- 
head. 
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A commercial  trash  hauler  from  Three  Forks  would  be  available  to  remove  solid 
waste  from  the  development  according  to  the  property  ovmer. 

Individual  septic  tanks  and  drainfields  would  be  used  for  sewage  disposal. 
Individual  wells  would  supply  water. 

Topography  and  soils 

The  surface  of  this  property  is  rolling  to  steep  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
park  and  property  lines.  Except  for  the  flood  plain  area  noted  above,  the 
property  is  v.'ell  above  the  river  bank.  The  developers’  consulting  engineer 
reported  that  there  were  tv;o  to  three  inches  of  topsoil  overlying  eight  to 
twenty  feet  of  gravelly  clay  ranging  from  fairly  clean  gravels  to  portions  that 
are  about  50  percent  clay  gravels. 

Information  frot  the  Soil  Consen^ation  Service  indicates  that  most  of  the  soil 
on  the  property  is  of  the  Musselshell -Crago  Complex. 

Crago  soils  are  heavy  loam  or  clay  loam  that  average  about  30  percent  clay 
and  55  percent  coarser  than  2 mm.  The  coarse  fragments  are  mainly  less  than 
three  inches  in  size,  consisting  of  limestone,  argillite  or  quartzite  gravel. 
Mineralogy  is  carbonatic  with  the  fine  earth  fraction  (less  than  2 mm) 
having  from  15  to  60  percent  CaC03  equivalent  and  the  whole  soil  including 
fragments  less  than  20  mm  in  size  having  from  50  to  70  percent  CaC03 
equivalent.  Depth  to  lithic  or  paralithic  contact  is  more  than  60  inches. 

These  soils  are  on  nearly  level  to  sloping  high  terraces  and  broad  outwash 
piedmont  fans  and  on  steep  edges  of  these  landscapes. 

Soils  of  the  Ifusselshell  series  are  found  on  smooth  uplands  and  stream 
terraces.  They  formed  in  loamy  calcareous  sediments  over  very  gravelly 
sandy  loam.  The  volume  of  coarse  fragments  above  the  IIC  Horizon  ranges 
from  0 to  20  percent.  The  10  to  40  inch  control  section  averages  10  to  18 
percent  clay  anc  20  to  60  percent  calcium  carbonate,  including  15  to  35 
percent  limestone  fragments  2 to  20  mm  in  size.  The  IIC  Horizon  is  gravelly 
or  very  gravelly,  sandy  loam  or  loam,  containing  40  to  60  percent  by 
volume  of  coarse  fragments.  IIC  Horizons  of  verx'  gravelly  loamy  sand  or 
sand  occur  belcvr  40  inches  in  some  pedons. 

Percolation  rates  measured  by  the  consulting  engineer  ranged  from  .49  minutes 
per  inch  to  1,56  minutes  per  inch.  These  rates  are  extremely  rapid.  All 
tests  encountered  gravelly  clays. 

Two  wells  have  been  drilled  on  the  property  in  the  vicinity  of  the  southwest 
comer.  One  of  the  wells  was  approximately  70  feet  deep  and  produces 
approximately  seven  gallons  per  minute.  Tlie  second  well  some  distance 
from  the  first  is  approximately  35  feet  deep  and  produces  about  21  gallons 
per  minute. 

Both  these  wells  are  on  the  relatively  low  land  outside  the  flood  plain. 

There  is  one  well  on  higher  land  above  the  proposed  subdivision.  This  well 
is  180  feet  deer  and  reportedly  produces  enough  water  to  supply  a family 
home , 
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The  presence  of  these  three  wells  seem  to  indicate  that  there  is  sufficient 
groundwater  to  supply  the  subdivisions.  There  does  not  appear  to  be  any 
difficulty  in  keeping  the  proposed  drainfields  at  least  four  feet  above  the 
water  table,  even  during  the  high  water  period.  Depth  to  water  table  is 
not  certain,  but  was  first  encountered  at  about  50  feet  by  the  well 
driller. 

There  is  some  juniper  and  cottonwood  growth  along  the  dry  wash  and  in  a 
gully  on  the  west  side  of  the  property.  Other  than  these  few  trees,  the 
existing  vegetation  is  sparse  native  grass  and  much  cactus.  The  current 
use  of  the  land  is  pasture. 

There  apparently  is  little  or  no  use  of  the  land  by  wildlife. 

Impacts 

The  impacts  from  this  development  probably  will  be  primarily  visual.  Some 
dust  might  result  from  the  gravel  roads  proposed.  There  would  be  some  minor 
emissions  from  stoves  and  furnaces.  There  should  be  no  impact  on  wildlife. 

Alternates 


Alternates  available  to  this  department  include: 

1.  Approve  as  requested 

2.  Disapprove 

3.  Approve  the  development  contingent  upon  certain  requirements 

At  this  time,  there  appears  to  be  no  legal  justification  for  denying  approval 
of  this  development.  Approval  would  be  made  with  the  understanding  that 
the  county  sanitarian  would  supervise  the  installation  of  all  v\rater  supply 
and  sewage  disposal  facilities. 

Short-term/Long-term  comparisons 


This  land  has  little  value  for  agricultural  purposes.  It  is  worth  much 
more  to  the  developer  as  a subdivision.  This  situation  leads  to  a land 
use  pattern  which  has  a large  cumulative  effect  on  the  environment.  Land 
planners  and  lawmakers  should  find  ways  of  discouraging  rural  sprawl  along 
state  waterways. 

Irreversible  commitment  of  resources 


Some  non-reclaimable  resources  would  be  used  in  construction.  The  site 
itself  probably  would  be  reclaimed  to  its  present  use. 

Comments 


If  no  adverse  comments  are  received,  this  development  could  be  approved  no 
sooner  than  60  days  following  issuance  of  this  statement  unless  the  Environ- 
mental Quality  Council  waived  a portion  of  the  waiting  period.  The  pro- 
posal will  be  evaluated  in  the  light  of  comments  received. 


Page  4 


This  statement  was  \sTitten  by  Daniel  Vichorek,  Technical  Writer,  with 
information  furnished  by  the  land  owner;  the  engineering  firm  oJF  Thomas, 

Dean  5 Hoskins,  Inc.;  A1  Keppner,  Soils  Scientist;  and  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service. 
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STATE  DOCUMENTS 


August  6,  1973 


Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 
City-County  Planning  Department,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 
City-County  Health  Department,  Box  639,  Bozeman 
Gallatin  National  Forest  Headquarters,  Bozeman 
Bozeman  Chronicle,  Bozeman 

Fletcher  Newby,  Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena 
Nfontana  Fish  and  Game  Department,  Helena 

Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning  and 
Economic  Development,  Helena 
Karst  Guest  Ranch,  Box  1055,  Bozeman 

Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212  Venture  Center,  Missoula 
Montana  State  Library,  Helena 
Mike  Baker,  Box  843,  Big  Sky 

Keith  M.  Thompson,  U.  S.  Forest  Service,  Federal  Building,  Missoula 
Art  Hutchinson,  Lee  State  Bureau,  c/o  Independent  Record,  317  Allen, 
Helena 

Dorothy  Bradley,  Route  3,  Box  114,  Bozeman 

Raymond  Hurley,  Joe  Brooks  Chapter,  Trout  Unlimited,  Box  271,  Livingston 

Doris  Milner,  Montana  Wilderness  Association,  Route  1,  Box  1410,  Hamilton 

Perry  Nelson,  526  North  Bozeman  Avenue,  Bozeman 

Charles  Bradley,  1105  South  Tracy,  Bozeman 

Rick  Graetz,  Box  894,  Helena 

Ken  Porter,  502  South  Grand,  Bozeman 


The  enclosed  environmental  impact  statement  has  been  prepared  for  Karst 
Village  #1,  a proposed  subdivision  in  Gallatin  County,  ^fontana.  Tliis  is 
submitted  for  your  review  and  comments. 

Under  Montana  law,  a person  or  agency  has  thirty  days  to  submit  comments 
and/or  s^jply  additional  information.  An  additional  fifteen  days  may  be 
granted  upon  specific  request  to  an  individual  or  agency.  If  you  have 
any  comments  regarding  tlie  environmental  iii5)act  statement,  please  submit 
them  in  triplicate  to  this  office. 

After  thirty  days,  the  project  will  be  reviewed  in  light  of  comments  re- 
ceived that  are  applicable. 

Sincerely  yours. 


D.  G.  Will«ns,  P.E. , Chief 
Water  Quality  Bureau 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 


cc:  Ben  Wake 
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July  31,  1973 


NDNTANA  STATE  DEPARTMEiVT  OF  HEALlTi 
and 

ENVIRONMENl’AL  SCIENCES 

Environmental  Intact  Statement 
Karst  Village  #1 


Pursuant  to  tlie  ^fontana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69- 6904(b)  (3) 
and  Montana's  laws  regarding  subdivisions.  Section  69-5001  tlirough  69-5005 
whicli  control  botli  public  and  private  water  simply  and  sewage  disposal 
systems  in  subdivisions,  the  following  environmental  impact  statement 
on  Karst  Village  #1  lias  been  prepared  by  the  Environmental  Sciences 
Division  of  the  State  Department  of  Healtli  and  Environmental  Sciences. 

Section  69-5003  states  in  part,  "Any  subdivision  map  or  plat  filed  with 
the  county  clerk  and  recorder  sliall  be  subject  to  sanitary  restrictions 
which  must  be  ordered  on  or  attadied  to  tlie  map  or  plat  by  the  county 
clerk  and  recorder.  No  building  or  shelter  whicli  necessitates  supplying 
water  or  sewage  or  waste  disposal  facilities  for  persons  shall  be  erected 
until  the  sanitary  restriction  has  been  removed  or  modified.  Before  any 
restriction  can  be  removed  or  modified  by  the  county  clerk  and  recorder, 
the  map  or  plat  of  the  subdivision  must  be  submitted  to  the  State  Depart- 
ment of  Health  for  their  approval," 

Tlie  developers  of  the  Karst  Village  #1  subdivision  have  submitted  in- 
formation pertinent  to  water  siqjply  and  sewage  disposal  systems  for  their 
development  and  have  requested  the  department  to  remove  the  sanitary 
restrictions. 

History  of  tlie  Development 

Tlie  proposed  Karst  Ranch  Subdivision  was  first  brought  to  the  attention 
of  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  in  December  of 
1970,  Individual  wells  were  proposed  by  the  developers  for  the  water 
simply  for  the  subdivision,  and  septic  tank-drainfield  systems  were 
proposed  for  treatment  and  disposal  of  domestic  wastel^^ater  generated 
in  the  development. 

In  early  January  1971,  the  developers  were  informed  by  the  department 
that  the  proposed  water  simply  and  sewage  disposal  systems  could  not  be 
approved  because  insufficient  information  was  provided  on  the  water 
systems  and  the  preliminary  information  available  on  this  area  indicated 
that  pollution  of  groundwater  and  surface  water  resources  was  probable 
due  to  possible  high  groundwater  conditions  and  inability  to  provide 
adequate  separation  of  drainfields  from  surface  waters. 

In  April  1971,  the  developers  submitted  additional  information  on  soil 
descriptions  and  characteristics  and  groundwater  elevations  in  an  attenpt 
to  demonstrate  the  acceptability  of  the  proposed  site  for  subsurface 
seiirage  disposal.  On  May  27,  1971,  representatives  of  the  Department  of 
Healtli  and  the  City-County  Health  Department  conducted  a field  investigation 
of  the  proposed  subdivision  to  obtain  on-site  information  on  soils. 
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groundwater  conditions,  topography,  etc.  which  were  felt  to  be  needed 
to  evaluate  the  subsurface  wastewater  disposal  proposal  presented  by  tlie 
developers.  The  field  investigation  revealed  tliat  subsurface  sewage 
disposal  systems  could  probably  be  adequately  installed  on  several  of 
the  lots  in  Karst  Village  #1;  however,  many  of  the  areas  were  unsatis- 
factory due  to  high  groundwater  elevations,  nearby  surface  waters,  and 
steeply  sloping  terrain.  During  this  investigation,  the  developers 
indicated  they  were  considering  developing  tlie  high  groundwater  areas 
as  park  land.  Tlie  concluding  remarks  in  the  field  investigation  report 
prepared  following  the  inspection  states,  "/^proval  of  the  use  of  sub- 
surface disposal  on  the  lots  in  the  subdivision  cannot  be  considered 
until  sufficient  information  is  obtained  indicating  tliat  proposed  systems 
will  be  in  conpliance  with  State  Department  of  Healtli  regulations. 

It  is,  therefore,  recommended  that  a final  plat  of  the  proposed  sub- 
division be  submitted  indicating  proposed  park  land  (if  any)  and  tlie 
following  information  for  each  lot: 

1.  Possible  well  location. 

2.  Possible  subsurface  sewage  disposal  site. 

3.  Maximum  elevation  of  groundwater. 

4.  Soil  percolation  rates. 

5.  Proposed  surface  and/or  groundwater  drainage  schemes  (if  any).” 

In  the  spring  of  1972,  after  the  lots  and  roads  had  been  staked  out  on 
the  subdivision,  a plat  was  submitted  to  the  department  outlining  proposed 
location  for  wells  and  subsurface  disposal  sites  for  each  lot.  A second 
field  investigation  was  conducted  by  representatives  of  the  Department  of 
Health,  City-County  Planning  Department,  and  City-County  Health  Department 
of  the  proposed  well  and  sewage  disposal  sites.  In  general,  most  of  the 
sites  selected  for  x^/ells  and  subsurface  sewage  disposal  appeared  to  be 
adequate;  however,  the  following  problem  areas  were  noted  during  the 
investigation: 

1.  Lots  No.  1 and  2 do  not  liave  acceptable  sewage  disposal  sites 
because  of  the  small  creek  whidi  traverses  these  lots, 

2.  Lot  No.  10  does  not  appear  to  liave  a suitable  sewage  disposal 
site  due  to  the  steepness  of  terrain  on  this  lot.  A suitable 
site  could  be  obtained  witii  a slight  easterly  adjustment  of 
Wild  West  Trail.  Such  adjustment  of  the  road  would  also  provide 
more  adequate  sewage  disposal  sites  for  Lots  5,  6,  7,  8,  and 

9, 

3.  Sewage  disposal  sites  for  Lots  17,  50  and  51  are  not  acceptable 
because  a creek  crosses  these  lots  near  the  proposed  disposal  sites. 
It  appears  that  suitable  disposal  sites  can  be  obtained  witli  a 
slight  adjustment  of  the  wells  and  sewage  disposal  sites  on 

tliese  lots  and  neighboring  lots. 

4.  Lot  19  appears  to  be  located  in  a liigh  ground\\:ater  area,  Tlie 
maximum  groundwater  elevation  for  tliis  lot  needs  to  be  determined. 
Groundv^rater  elevation  should  be  deterrained  during  high  runoff 
period  in  June. 
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5.  Lot  20  could  also  be  subject  to  annual  groundwater  problems. 
Groundwater  elevations  determined  on  Lot  19  can  probably  be  used 
to  evaluate  Lot  20. 

6.  Many  of  the  proposed  well  sites  are  located  on  steeply  sloping 
terrain.  The  department  recognizes  tiiat  wells  can  be  drilled 
in  such  areas;  however,  severe  scars  are  usually  created  in  the 
process  of  developing  an  adequate  drilling  platform  on  such 
terrain.  It  recommended  to  the  developers  that  tliis 
negative  environmental  inpact  be  eliminated  on  as  many  lots  as 
possible  through  slight  adjustment  of  the  proposed  well  location. 

7.  It  appeared  tliat  considerable  cut-and-fill  sections  would  be 
required  for  the  Wild  West  Trail  in  tiie  vicinity  of  Lots  10  and 
12  and  Lot  19.  It  was  pointed  out  to  the  developers  that  this 
potentially  negative  environmental  intact  could  be  reduced  by 
adjusting  the  road  to  better  fit  the  terrain  in  these  areas. 

During  January  and  February,  1973,  the  developers  submitted  an 
environmental  assessment  for  the  subdivision  and  a revised  plat  indicating 
adjustments  in  road  locations  and  subsurface  disposal  sites.  Even  with 
these  adjustments,  the  department  felt  tliat  some  lots  liad  inadequate 
drainfield  sites  for  subsurface  sewage  disposal.  At  tliis  point  in  time, 
it  was  the  developers*  desire  to  obtain  restriction  removal  on  tlie  lots 
meeting  minimum  department  requirements  and  leave  the  sanitary  restrictions 
on  tlie  lots  in  question. 

On  March  21,  1973,  a draft  environmental  intact  statement  was  \\rritten  on 
the  proposed  subdivision.  The  statement  pointed  out  tiiat  not  all  lots 
appeared  to  be  suitable  for  septic  tanks  and  drainfield  systems  and  that 
sanitary  restrictions  would  remain  in  effect  on  these  lots.  Tlie  draft 
statement  ;\;as  sent  to  the  mass  media  and  to  individuals  and  agencies  knovm 
to  be  interested.  The  resulting  response  v;as  minimal  and  the  comments 
generated  did  not  contain  data  to  refute  the  information  obtained  by  the 
department  over  tlie  past  two  and  one-half  years.  For  this  reason,  the 
department  wrote  an  informal  response  to  the  comments  in  lieu  of  a final 
statement. 

Tlie  Environmental  Quality  Council  ruled  tliat  the  department’s  response 
was  not  sufficient  to  comply  with  tlie  Ifontana  Environmental  Policy  Act. 
Therefore,  this  final  statement  has  been  prepared.  Tlie  department 
realizes  tliat  a great  deal  of  information  obtained  during  the  past  two 
and  one-half  years  was  not  contained  in  the  draft  statement  or  the 
response.  We  are  hopeful  tliat  the  information  as  summarized  in  this 
statement  will  answer  tlie  questions  raised  concerning  this  proposed 
subdivision. 

It  should  be  noted  that  although  MEPA  requires  this  department  to  consider 
all  impacts  tliat  could  result  should  the  sanitary  restrictions  be  removed, 
only  inadequate  water  supply  or  sewage  disposal  plans  are  grounds  for 
refusal  to  remove  the  restrictions. 
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Location 


The  location  of  this  subdivision  as  noted  on  Map  1 is  located  on  the 
west  side  of  the  West  Gallatin  River  in  the  East  1/2  of  Section  1,  Town- 
ship 5 South j Range  4 East  in  Gallatin  County.  Map  2 illustrates  the 
general  layout  of  the  proposed  development. 

Soils  and  Topography 

As  described  by  the  developers,  about  40  percent  of  the  land  is  flat, 

20  percent  rolling,  25  percent  gentle  slope  and  15  percent  steep  slope. 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service  soil  interpretations  map  for  land  use 
planning  and  development  in  the  Gallatin  Canyon  area  indicates  that  the 
development  is  located  in  the  Bigel-Hobacker  Association  and  is  surrounded 
by  the  Garlet-Loberg  Association  and  the  Teton-Garlet  Association.  These 
associates  are  described  on  the  map  as  follows; 

1.  Biegel-Hobacker  Association;  Moderately  deep  and  deep,  well- 
drained  and  cobbly  soils  on  sloping  fans  and  nearly  leveled 
terraces  and  shallow  gravelly  soils  on  low  flood  plains. 

2.  Garlet-Loberg  Association;  Deep,  well-drained  loamy  and  clay 
soils  on  hilly  to  mountainous  glacial  till  landscapes. 

3.  Teton-Garlet  Association;  Well-drained,  moderately  deep  and 
deep  loamy  soils  on  hilly  to  mountainous  landscapes. 

The  general  soils  map  does  not  show  the  specific  kinds  of  soils  at  any 
particular  place;  however,  it  does  provide  general  soils  descriptions 
and  characteristics  needed  to  generally  evaluate  suitability  of  this 
t)T)e  of  soil  for  a particular  use.  Soil  map  information  relating  to 
the  use  of  soils  as  a wastewater  treatment  medium  is  of  special  interest 
to  the  department  when  considering  the  adequacy  of  septic  tank-drainfield 
systems.  In  a general  soils  map,  soils  rated  as  slight  are  relatively 
free  of  limitations  or  have  limitations  tliat  are  easily  overcone.  Soils 
rated  as  moderate  have  limitations  that  need  to  be  recognized  which 
can  be  overcome  with  good  management  and  careful  design.  A severe 
rating  indicates  that  the  limitations  are  severe  enough  to  make  use 
questionable.  It  does  not  mean  that  soil  cannot  be  used  for  a specific 
use,  but  it  does  mean  that  careful  planning  and  very  good  management  are 
needed.  In  some  cases,  the  limitations  may  not  be  economically  feasible 
to  correct. 

For  tlie  previously  described  associations  which  are  indicated  to  be 
present  witliin  the  Karst  Ranch  area,  limitations  on  use  of  the  soil  as 
a septic  tank  filter  field  is  rated  as  moderate  to  severe  for  the 
following  reasons: 

1.  Seasonally  high  groundwater. 

2.  Excessive  slope. 

3.  Potential  groundwater  contamination  hazard. 
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4,  Slow  permeability. 

5,  Sandy  texture. 

6,  Slxallow  depth  to  bedrock. 

lyhile  these  general  interpretations  provide  valuable  preliminary  in- 
formation, they  do  not  eliminate  the  need  for  on-site  investigative  work. 

Tlie  1971  and  1972  field  investigations  consisted  of  observations  of  general 
topographic  features,  test  holes  dug  to  a depth  of  eight  feet  and  surface 
water  conditions.  Conditions  observed  on  the  overall  site  are  generally  as 
described  by  the  soils  series  information.  Some  areas  are  subiect  to  high 
ground\>;ater  conditions  (witliin  30  inches  of  the  ground  surface)  and  other 
areas  are  much  too  steep  for  development  of  adequate  subsurface  disposal. 

Soils  taken  from  most  of  the  test  holes  consisted  of  a fine-grained  matrix 
intermixed  with  small  quantities  of  sand  and  gravel.  A good  deal  of 
organic  material  was  present  in  the  upper  layers  of  the  soil.  Tlie  presence 
of  the  fine-grained  matrix  is  further  described  by  the  moderate  percolation  rates 
(most  varied  from  10  to  20  minutes  per  incli)  tliat  were  determined  throughout 
the  area  by  the  developers. 

Description  of  Proposed  Development 

As  proposed  to  the  department,  the  developer  proposes  to  subdivide 
approximately  100  acres  into  69  lots.  Domestic  i^rater  would  be  supplied 
by  individual  wells  and  sewage  treatment  and  disposal  would  be  through 
individual  septic  tank  and  subsurface  soil  treatment  systems.  Roads  in 
the  development  are  to  be  graveled,  and  surface  runoff  will  be  handled 
by  overland  flow,  roadside  ditclies  and  culverts.  A long  list  of 
restrictive  covenants  is  in  effect  to  encourage  proper  development  of  the 
area. 

All  architectural  plans  must  be  submitted  to  tlie  developers  before  con- 
struction starts.  Buildings  will  not  be  allowed  to  remain  unfinished 
for  more  tlian  one  year  from  the  beginning  of  construction.  No  trailer 
houses  will  be  allowed  except  for  a period  not  to  exceed  eight  montlis 
during  construction  of  the  permanent  quarters. 

Domestic  animals  may  be  kept  on  the  premises  but  no  more  tlian  two  pets 
per  household  are  allowed.  Horses  must  be  kept  in  a fenced  area  and 
structures  used  by  horses  must  be  kept  at  least  25  feet  from  adjoining 
property  lines. 

No  water  stpply  or  sev/age  disposal  facilities  sliall  be  put  into  use 
until  approved  by  the  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 
or  other  governing  body  with  jurisdiction. 

Utility  lines  will  be  placed  underground  where  feasible. 

The  entire  river  frontage  is  to  be  a park  with  the  only  uses  permitted 
being  walking,  fishing  and  horseback  riding. 

Structures  nearer  tlian  15  feet  to  tlie  adjoining  National  Forest  Service 
boundary  are  prohibited. 
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In  line  witii  the  requirements  of  the  Gallatin  City-County  Planninc  Ueuart- 
ment,  the  developers  propose  a second  bridge  to  cross  the  river  to  pro- 
vide access  to  tliis  development,  liie  bridge  would  be  free-span  with 
steel  beams  and  deck  and  rails  similar  to  the  one  now  in  use  on  the  north 
end  of  the  property.  According  to  the  developers,  tlie  bridge  abutment 
would  not  encroadi  on  the  river.  ^ 

Roads  witiiin  tlie  development  are  wide  enough  to  permit  emergency  vehicles 
access  against  tlie  flow  of  resident  traffic.  Emergency  vehicle^ travel  is 
another  reason  for  the  proposed  second  bridge. 

The  developers  agreed  with  tiie  recommendation  of  tlie  LI.  S.  Forest  Service 
that  a green  belt  free  of  dead  wood  material  between  the  National  Forest 
Q private  l^d  would  be  beneficial.  Tney  agreed  to  meet  with  tlie 
Forest  Service  to  discuss  this  matter. 

Impacts  Likely  to  Result  from  the  Development 

Concentrating  people  in  the  Karst  Rancii  area  will  undoubtedly  cause  some 
degree  of  environmental  cliange.  Increasing  concentrations  of  people  in 
natural  undeveloped  area  cannot  help  but  create  conditions 
whidi,  to  some  extent,  suffer  from  "people  pollution".  Waste  products 
tJiat  are  generated  sudi  as  solid  waste  materials  and  sewage^and  construction 
activities  sudi  as  road  building,  development  of  parking  lots  excavations 
for  foundations,  lam  development,  etc.  hi  combine  to®have  som™c“ 
negative  3ji^acts  on  the  watershed  and  area  aestlietics.  Some  will  say 
the  negative  lE^acts  are  minor  in  view  of  tlie  joy  thev  receive  of  living 
^ beautiful  place;  however,  others  will  undoubtedly^ 
no  longer  be  able  to  experience  tlie  serene  feeling  tliat  once  could  be  Ld 
y gazing  across  the  green  meadows  and  hillsides  witli  a backdrop  of  mountains 

Some  economic  and  social  inpacts  appear  to  be  unavoidable  even  though 
no  comments  i^ere  received  from  the  State  Department  of  Planning  And^Economic 
Development  regarding  this  matter.  The  county,  developers  building 

merchants,  etc.  will  undoubtedly  realize  some  ecLomic 
benefits  even  though  certain  services  sudi  as  schools,  hospiSlLTad 
repair  ^d  maintenance  must  be  provided.  -People  pollution"  will  also 
result  in  some  ^ount  of  economic  loss  for  society  in  general  tlirouoh 
increased  use  of  the  natural  resources  in  tiie  area.  ^ 

There  will  be  a loss  of  open  space  near  the  edge  of  a proposed  wildemec;«; 
area.  Construction  of  the  subdivision  would  likely  leL  to  increased  use 

- he  Spanish  Peaks  Primitive  ^\rea  whidi  is  under  consideration  for 
wilderness  classification,  -Luciation  ror 

a direct  loss  of  game  range.  It  is  impossible  to  predict 
the  extent  to  wnicn  tius  will  affect  game  animals.  Hie  Fish  and  Game 
^ar^nt^comnented  that  the  development  was  not  on  critical^In?^ 

of  a house  fire  would  increase  the  danger  of  forest 
es  in  tlie  area  in  the  opinion  of  the  Forest  Service.  Tlie  fire  danger 
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would  be  mitigated  somewhat  by  tlie  construction  of  the  proposed  roads 
and  bridges.  Tlie  development  will  reportedly  be  served  by  the  liig  Sky 
Volunteer  Fire  Department. 

Hie  presence  of  horses  in  a subdivision  could  lead  to  unsigiitly  over- 
grazing  and  odor  problems.  IVhile  domestic  animals  on  and  near  the  premises 
will  generate  some  animal  wastes  which  conceivably  could  find  its  way  into 
the  river  with  runoff,  it  is  unlikely  the  amount  of  animal  waste  going 
into  tlie  river  will  be  greater  tlian  at  present.  Domestic  animals  have  long 
used  tliis  property  for  grazing  and  tlieir  waste  have  had  no  apparent 
serious  effect  on  tlie  quality  of  the  river  water  to  date. 

As  has  been  previously  mentioned,  construction  activities  such  as  road 
building,  parking  lot  development,  foundation  excavation,  etc.  generally 
result  in  increased  sedimentation  of  streams  in  a drainage.  Montana's 
water  quality  criteria  allow  for  very  small  increases  above  naturally 
occurring  turbidity  from  waste  discnarges  or  land  development.  Iiov%'ever, 
according  to  state  law,  natural  refers  to  conditions  or  material  present 
from  runoff  or  percolation  over  which  man  has  no  control  or  from  developed 
land  where  all  reasonable  land,  soil  and  water  conservation  practices 
liave  been  applied.  If  increased  scdiinentation  of  the  river  occurs  due 
to  iiiproper  land,  soil  and  water  conservation  practices  within  the  pro- 
posed subdivision,  immediate  action  will  be  taken  by  the  department  to 
acliieve  abatement  of  the  pollution  problem. 

Tliere  may  be  some  dust  from  the  gravel  roads  and  from  areas  distrubed 
for  road  building  and  home  site  preparation. 

One  impact  favorable  to  some  and  probably  equally  as  unfavorable  to 
others  is  tliat  construction  of  the  subdivision  would  open  approximately 
one  mile  of  the  IVest  Gallatin  River  for  use  by  the  public. 

According  to  the  following  information  provided  by  the  developer,  there 
should  be  no  danger  of  flooding  the  proposed  subdivision: 

1.  The  west  banlc  of  the  river  is  higlier  tlian  tlie  east  bank. 

2.  Tlie  gradient  of  the  river  is  quite  steep  in  tlie  subdivision 
area.  Tlie  river  does  not  rise  over  its  banks  even  when  runoff 
is  mucli  higher  than  usual. 

3.  Tlie  site  lias  not  been  flooded  within  the  memory  of  Gallatin 
Canyon  residents. 

In  discussing  the  flooding  potential  site  witii  the  Department  of  Natural 
Resources  and  Conservation,  it  was  learned  tliat  during  the  June  1971 
field  investigation,  tlie  river  flow  was  approaching  a 50-year  flow 
frequency.  None  of  the  development  was  flooded  at  tlie  time  of  this 
field  investigation. 

Even  though  concentration  of  people  in  one  area  will  have  some  adverse 
in^iact,  tlie  population  density  of  the  proposed  development  could  be  much 
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higher  based  on  density  control  by  area  requirements  for  adequate  sewage 
disposal  and  water  supply  systems.  Current  regulations  allow  one  residence 
per  20,000  square  feet  of  subdivision  area,  which  is  sufficient  to  allow 
adequate  separation  of  wells  and  septic  tank-drainfield  systems  under 
favorable  soil  conditions.  Thus,  state  regulation  would  allow  up  to  190 
residences  on  this  property  under  favorable  conditions  for  individual 
water  and  sewage  disposal  systems.  As  many  as  400  to  500  residences 
could  be  developed  should  community  water  and  sewage  systems  be  developed. 
Tills  contrasts  to  the  69  residents  tiiat  are  visualized  within  tlie  proposed 
development.  No  development  in  the  area  would  reduce  tlie  iir^iact  on  the 
natural  environment;  however,  it  would  be  reasonable  to  assume  tliat  the 
developers  would  experience  an  adverse  environmental  impact. 

Since  water  simply  and  sewage  treatment  and  disposal  systems  are  under 
the  direct  authority  of  tlie  Department  of  liealth,  the  paragraphs  to  follow 
will  discuss  the  inpact  and  adequacy  of  tlie  proposed  systems. 

Water  Sipply 

Existing  wells  on  the  property  reportedly  provide  more  than  enough  water 
for  single  household  use.  It  appears  tliat  adequate  water  supply  is 
available  for  the  needs  of  future  residents;  however,  further  core 
drilling  is  being  performed  to  leani  more  about  the  underground  v;ater  sipply. 
If  for  any  reason  some  lots  could  not  develop  an  adequate  well,  tlie  oivner 
could  arrange  to  liaul  water  to  a cisteni  or  possibly  sliare  a nearby  well. 

It  is  realized  tliat  drilling  of  a dry  well  could  be  costly  to  a lot 
o\mer;  there  is  no  v\;ay  of  assuring  in  advance  tliat  underground  water 
supplies  will  be  adequate  in  every  case.  If  water  demands  exceed 
available  water  source  as  ultimate  development  of  the  subdivision  is 
approached,  it  would  be  possible  to  develop  a coiinnunity  system  with 
storage  adequate  to  sipply  the  demands. 

Sewage  Treatment  and  Disposal 

The  developer  has  arranged  a majority  of  the  lots  in  the  subdivision  to 
provide  a sewage  disposal  site  which  is  not  located  near  an  area  affected 
by  seasonal  Iiigli  groundwater  nor  is  it  located  near  a surface  stream 
nor  is  it  located  on  steeply  sloping  terrain.  However,  some  lots  still 
remaiji  wliicli  the  department  feels  do  not  iiave  adequate  subsurface  dis- 
posal sites.  i"lie  department  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  adequacy  of  sub- 
surface disposal  for  these  lots  must  be  determined  on  a lot-by-lot  basis. 

It  is  very  possible  tliat  tiiese  lots  will  have  to  remain  undeveloped. 

Information  compiled  by  tlie  departiuent  from  recent  research  on  soil  treat- 
ment systems  indicates  tiiat  in  fine-grained, well -drained  soil  systems, 
such  as  are  found  on  the  proposed  subdivision,  adequately  installed  drain- 
fields  can  be  expected  to  remove  55  to  90  percent  of  tlie  applied  dis- 
solved organic  matter  as  defined  by  the  chemical  oxygen  demand  test, 

48  percent  of  tlie  total  nitrogen  v^^itil  the  soil  surface  bare,  and  85  per- 
cent of  the  total  nitrogen  with  a suitable  cover  crop,  98  percent  of  the 


total  pliospliate  applied  on  bare  soil,  'Jb  percent  of  the  total  phosphate 
on  tiie  soil  with  vegetation.  Tliese  results  relate  to  soils  witii  an 
unsaturated  deptli  of  four  feet.  Treatment  efficiencies  of  a soils  system 
increase  as  tlie  unsaturated  deptli  of  soil  increases.  The  areas  being 
approved  for  subsurface  disposal  liave  unsaturated  soil  deptlis  of  eight 
feet  or  more.  Tlierefore,  treatment  capabilities  of  the  soils  on  tne  pro- 
posed subdivision  should  be  somewliat  greater  tiian  described  above. 

Vertical  movement  combined  with  horizontal  movement  througli  tlie  soils 
should  substantially  remove  all  organic  materials. 

In  addition  to  the  above-described  removal  efficiencies  for  diemical 
constituents,  an  adequately  designed  and  installed  drainfield  in  the 
proposed  development  can  be  exriected  to  provide  virtually  total  removal 
of  all  bacteriological  contaminants. 

Tlie  infoiTiiation  available  to  tlie  department  indicates  tliat  properly 
installed  septic  tank  and  drainfield  systems  on  approved  lots  will 
adequately  protect  the  groundwater  resource  in  the  area  and  the  Iv'est 
Gallatin  Pdver  from  pollutants.  During  the  review  period  for  the  draft 
iii^oact  statement  for  tliis  project,  comments  were  received  asking  why 
the  department  has  not  requested  tliat  central  water  supply  and  sewage 
treatment  and  disposal  facilities  be  provided  for  the  subdivision.  The 
position  of  the  department  with  respect  to  this  matter  should  be  clarified 
at  this  time,  and  it  would  also  seem  appropriate  to  discuss  the  impacts 
associated  with  central  collection, treatment  and  disposal  facilities. 

First  of  all  with  respect  to  water  systems  and  sewage  treatment  systems, 
tlie  departraent  is  a regulatory  agency- -not  a design  agency.  Tlie  depart- 
ment lias  certain  minimum  standards  tliat  must  be  met,  and  it  is  up  to  the 
developer  and  liis  design  consultant  to  propose  systems  v/liicii  meet  tiiese 
minimum  standards.  After  reviewing  a proposal,  the  department  must 
either  approve  tlie  system  or  disapprove  it  witli  reason.  Recommendations 
can  be  made  by  tiie  department,  but  at  no  time  is  the  department  afforded 
the  luxury  of  dictating  design  alternatives.  Tiiere  are  times  that 
acceptable  solutions  cannot  be  economically  provided. 

As  has  been  pointed  out  in  the  previous  discussion,  the  department  lias 
no  justification  for  refusing  to  allow  use  of  the  proposed  water  systems 
and  sewage  treatraent  and  disposal  systems  on  most  of  tlie  lots  in  the 
proposed  subdivision.  Had  tlie  developers  proposed  to  develop  liigli 
groundwater  areas  now  set  aside  as  park  land,  the  lots  consisting  of 
entirely  steep  terrain,  etc. , the  department  could  tnen  liave  requested 
that  other  wastewater  treatment  and  disposal  alternatives  be  considered. 

It  has  been  vividly  pointed  out  to  the  department  during  recent  actions 
reflecting  development  of  stricter  water  quality  standards  that  economics 
are  a part  of  the  environment,  and  as  such,  must  be  considered  by  tiie 
department  in  evaluating  major  actions  significantly  affecting  tiie  quality 
of  liumaii  environment.  Tlie  department  realizes  the  discussion  of  economics 
to  follow  are  general  in  nature;  liowever,  a detailed  engineering  study 
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would  be  required  to  provide  more  detailed  cost  iiifonnatioii.  Tiie  comments 
presented  on  alternative  costs  will  provide  general  comparisons  of  the 
economic  iiiT^iacts  of  various  acceptable  solutions  for  adequate  water  supply 
systems  and  sewage  disposal  systems, 

Tiie  imimcts  to  the  natural  environment  associated  vdth  development  of 
individual  water  systems  as  opposed  to  coiimunity  water  systems  would  be 
virtually  the  saiae  except  for  siiort-term  impact  realized  during 
excavation  for  the  installation  of  water  mains.  Tlie  difference  in  economic 
impacts  with  the  two  types  of  systems  is  significant.  Tlie  developer 
estimates  the  cost  for  a comniunity  water  system  would  be  !|)150,000  to 
$200,000  or  approximately  $2,500  per  lot  as  compared  to  an  estimated 
$1,500  per  lot  for  individual  wells.  A properly  designed  central  water 
system  would  provide  better  fire  protection;  however,  during  tlie  initial 
stages  of  the  development,  a central  water  system  designed  for  an 
ultimate  population  ivould  produce  a stale  water  whicli  would  be  difficult 
to  disinfect  due  to  the  minimal  amount  of  water  tliat  would  be  used,  Sudi 
conditions  could  exist  for  several  years  depending  on  the  rate  of  development 
of  the  subdivision.  Individual  systems  probably  would  not  require  disin- 
fection; however,  the  fire  protection  provided  by  individual  water  systems 
usually  is  inadequate. 

There  seems  to  be  some  misconception  in  the  minds  of  the  general  public  as 
to  the  benefits  of  central  sewage  collection  and  treatment  systems  and 
misunderstanding  of  the  treatment  capabilities  of  adequate  soil  systeios. 
Hopefully,  the  discussion  to  follow  will  clear  up  some  of  these  problems. 

A certain  quantitiy  of  sewage  is  generated  each  day  v\fithin  a development 
and  no  matter  wiiat  type  of  system  is  provided,  this  quantity  of  sewage 
must  be  treated  and  disposed  of  day  after  day  in  a manner  whidi  does  not 
create  a nuisance,  public  health  hazard,  or  water  pollution  problems. 

In  other  words,  prior  to  some  form  of  final  disposal  such  as  disciiarge 
to  a receiving  stream,  percolation,  evaporation,  etc.,  a specified  degree 
of  treatment  must  be  provided  to  meet  set  minbnum  standards.  For  new 
sources  of  pollution  such  as  tlie  Karst  Ranch  development,  state  waters 
witli  an  existing  high  quality  whicii  is  better  tnan  established  water  quality 
standards  must  be  maintained  at  tliat  higli  quality  unless  it  can  be 
affirmatively  demonstrated  to  the  department  tliat  a cliange  is  justifiable 
as  a result  of  necessary  economic  or  social  development,  and  sucii  cliange 
will  not  preclude  present  and  anticipated  use  of  sucii  v\raters.  Any  treat- 
ment and  disposal  system  provided  must  also  prevent  creation  of  a public 
nuisance  or  public  liealth  hazard  witii  a certain  degree  of  reliability. 

To  meet  these  standards  of  treatment,  developers  have  the  following  types 
of  alternatives  to  consider.  Tiiiie  will  not  be  spent  discussing  every 
conceivable  alternative  and  associated  iiipact  tliat  can  be  dreamed  up; 
however,  the  alternatives  discussed  should  cover  the  significant  impacts 
of  tlie  general  tyjies  of  alternatives  available. 

The  impacts  of  a central  collection  system  would  be  the  same  no  matter 
v/hat  ty]5e  of  central  treatment  and  disposal  alternative  is  selected. 
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Major  iiqiacts  would  include  economic  considerations  and  natural  environ- 
mental degradation  created  during  installation  of  tlie  collection  system. 
The  cost  of  a con^lete  collection  system  for  the  proposed  Karst  Ranch 
development  is  estimated  to  range  from  $150,000  to  $200,000,  Impacts  to 
the  natural  environment  would  include  unsigJitly  conditions  created  during 
construction  and  a potential  for  increased  sedimentation  of  the  West 
Gallatin  River  because  of  the  excavation  activity. 

Alternative  No.  1: 

Central  collection  system  with  medianical  treatment  facilities  capable 

ot"  treating  the  was t^a ter  to  a degree  sufficient  for  disdiarge'  to  the 

West  (Sallalin  Riven 


An  advance  degree  of  wastewater  treatment  providing  a better  quality  of 
water  than  obtainable  by  common  tertiary  treatment  plants  would  be  needed. 

A treatment  facility  producing  this  degree  of  treatment  would: 

1.  Be  extremely  con^lex, 

2.  Consume  a large  amount  of  power  for  operation  of  the  pun^DS, 
aerators,  and  other  equipment. 

3.  Require  significant  quantities  of  chemicals  for  treatment 
purposes. 

4.  Require  a large  initial  capital  investment. 

5.  Require  extremely  high  expenditures  for  operation  and  maintenance 
costs . 

Tlie  reliability  of  sudi  complex  systems  receiving  nearly  uniform  flows 
would  be  questionable  at  best.  Periodic  disdiarge  of  less  than  adequately 
treated  i>rastewater  would  undoubtedly  result.  Groundwater  in  the  area 
would  be  reliably  protected  from  pollution.  This  type  of  system  could  be 
designed  to  minimize  the  in^iact  of  the  aesthetic  value  of  the  area.  Hie 
costs  of  this  system  would  prohibit  development  in  most  cases  should  this 
be  the  only  acceptable  alternative  available. 

Alternative  No.  2: 

A central  collection  system  utilizing  evaporation  for  final  disposal. 

This  type  of  system  would  reliably  protect  surface  and  groundwater  in  the 
area  frm  pollution,  provided  that  the  holding  ponds  were  adequately  sealed. 
Odor  nuisance  would  be  a definite  problem  with  this  type  of  system.  Control 
of  tlie  odor  conditions  could  be  obtained  witli  aeration  equipment;  however, 
power  requirements  again  become  a significant  consideration.  A large 
amount  of  land  would  be  needed  to  develop  an  evaporation  system.  This 
would  result  in  a direct  economic  iii5)act  on  those  developing  this  land 
and  a large  series  of  sewage  lagoons  developed  on  this  property  would 
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create  aii  additional  degradation  of  aestlietic  values  of  the  area.  i\nnual 
operation  ajid  maintenance  costs  for  this  type  of  system  would  be  lainhnal. 

It  is  very  possible  that  total  annual  precipitation  exceeds  total 
evaporation  in  the  Ivarst  hancli  area  which  would  make  this  an  unacceptable 
alternative. 

Alternative  No.  3: 

Central  collection  system  utilizing  a minirnmn  treatment  system  followed 
by  land  disposal. 

Tnis  type  of  system  is  now  being  proposed  and  developed  for  many  projects 
in  the  state.  The  system  generally  consists  of  an  aerated  lagoon  facility 
followed  by  a storage  pond  with  approximately  200  days  of  liolding 
capacity  and  an  accessible  sprinkle  irrigation  system  for  final  treatment 
and  disposal.  An  aerated  lagoon  facility  provides  partial  treatment  and 
a means  for  control  of  nuisance  odors.  Hie  liolding  pond  provides  storage 
for  periods  vdien  land  application  cannot  be  accon^lislied  (for  exanple, 
when  tlie  soil  is  frozen,  snow-covered  or  saturated  during  periods  of  runoff). 
Tlie  sprinkle  irrigation  system  provides  for  final  ivastewater  treatment 
tlirough  soil  treatment  systems  and  disposal  by  evapotranspiration  and 
percolation. 

Tliis  alternative  provides  a solution  to  community  wastewater  treatment  and 
disposal  whicli  minimizes  many  of  the  adverse  inpacts  associated  with  the 
first  two  alternatives.  The  intial  capital  investment,  v/hile  being 
significant,  would  not  be  as  mudi  as  alternative  No.  1.  Land  requirements 
will  be  somewhat  greater  tlian  alternative  No.  1 because  of  tlie  holding 
ponds,  but  considerably  less  tlian  required  by  alternative  No.  2.  Increased 
crop  production  in  the  irrigation  area  would  be  beneficial  in  many  cases. 

If  adequate  soil  and  crop  conditions  are  present  to  provide  final  treat- 
ment, this  system  would  reliably  protect  surface  water  and  groundwater 
from  pollution. 

Some  periodic  problems  could  arise  as  a result  of  concentrated  wastewater 
disposal  from  a large  development  in  one  area  or  because  of  meclianical 
or  operational  failures.  Operational  costs  and  power  requirements  for 
aeration  equipment  and  irrigation  purqis  would  be  a consideration;  hoivever, 
sucli  costs  would  be  minimal  as  compared  to  tlie  power,  cliemical  and 
operational  costs  of  alternative  No.  1.  Hiis  type  of  system  would  detract 
from  the  aesthetics  of  the  area  but  would  not  be  as  noticeable  as 
alternative  No.  2.  Subsurface  soil  disposal  is  generally  not  acceptable 
for  large  systems  since  it  is  virtually  inpossible  to  provide  uniform 
distribution  throughout  a large  disposal  area. 

Alternative  No.  4, 

Individual  soil  treatment  and  disposal  systems  as  proposed  for  tliis 

development . 
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As  described  in  previous  sections  of  this  stateiacnt,  properly  designed, 
installed  and  operated  soil  treatment  systems  provide  a reliable,  remarK- 
able  degree  of  treatment.  Tliis  is  one  very  good  reason  why  l‘J72  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Amendments  establish  a national  goal  for  elimination  of 
disdiarges  to  surface  waters  by  1985.  Individual  soil  systems  tend  to 
minimize  application  rates  on  an  area-wide  basis  and,  therefore, 
eliminate  possible  larger  scale  probler.is  associated  with  the  central 
systems  attempting  to  provide  disposal  for  large  ouajititics  on  a specific 
section  of  ground  as  in  alternative  No.  5.  Initial  capital  investment 
is  as  low  as  possible;  power  requirements,  cheiTiical  costs  and  ainiual 
operation  and  maintenance  costs  are  very  minimal.  During  installation  of 
such  systems,  the  area  aesthetics  are  soinewliat  disturbed  and  potential 
for  increased  sedimentation  of  surface  v\faters  during  tiie  construction 
period  is  increased.  .After  the  systems  are  installed,  tliere  is  generally 
no  detraction  from  the  aestlietic  values  in  the  area. 

Individual  soil  treatment  systems  are  now  receiving  a great  deal  of 
criticism  from  the  general  public.  Soil  system  failures  resulting  in 
nuisajice  conditions,  public  health  jiazards  ajid/or  pollution  problems 
liave  occurred  in  the  past  and  suddenly  individual  soil  systems  are 
deemed  by  some  to  be  unacceptable,  hardy  are  the  facts  presented  as  to 
wliy  tlic  soil  system  failed.  In  most  cases,  a soil  system  failure  results 
from  inproper  design,  operation,  maintenance  or  misapplication.  Tliese 
types  of  problems  should  be  avoidable  for  systems  installed  in  tiie  proposed 
development  tlirough  inspection  procedures  provided  for  in  the  Gallatin 
County  permit  program  for  individual  sewage  disposal  systems. 

Alternatives  Available  to  tlie  Department 

1.  Remove  tlie  sanitary  restrictions  from  the  subdivision  as  submitted. 
Tlie  department  feels  it  cannot  remove  restrictions  on  all  lots 

in  the  proposed  subdivision  because  of  conditions  described  in 
the  previous  sections  of  this  statement. 

2.  Remove  the  sanitary  restrictions  on  all  lots  after  modifications 
liave  been  made  sufficient  to  bring  all  lots  into  com^iliance  with 
minimum  requires  with  the  department.  Tliis  would  be  acceptable 
to  the  department;  liowever,  the  developers  liave  requested  that 
sanitary  restrictions  be  removed  from  all  lots  in  the  development 
which  can  be  adequately  served  by  tiie  proposed  individual  water 
systems  and  sewage  treatment  and  disposal  systems.  Tlie  department 
lias  no  other  choice  than  to  consider  and  evaluate  tliis  request. 

5.  Refuse  to  remove  the  sanitar)^  restrictions  from  all  of  the  lots 
within  the  subdivision.  Based  upon  the  information  obtained  on 
the  conditions  relating  to  the  v;ater  systems  and  sewage  treatment 
and  disposal  systems  proposed,  the  department  cannot  justify 
this  action. 

4.  Remove  sanitar)^  restrictions  from  the  portions  of  the  subdivision 
appearing  to  meet  minimiim  standards  regarding  water  simply  systems 
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and  sewage  disposal  systems.  This  is  the  alternative  requested 
by  the  developers  and  is  the  alternative  now  being  considered 
by  the  department. 

5.  ' Require  tliat  community  water  and  sewage  treatment  and  disposal 
systems  be  provided  for  the  development.  The  data  obtained 
by  the  department  indicates  tliat  tliis  action  cannot  be  reasonably 
justified  in  view  of  the  development  as  revised  and  the  requests 
by  the  developers  to  remove  restrictions  from  acceptable  lots 
only. 

If  the  department  takes  action  as  described  in  four  above,  the  lots  on  wliich 
the  restrictions  are  not  removed  will  be  required  to  remain  undeveloped 
imtil  such  time  as  a suitable  soil  treatment  site  is  provided  or  an 
acceptable  alternate  means  for  sewage  disposal  and  treatment  is  devised. 

Short -term/ Long -term  Coiiparisons 

Tlie  loss  of  land  to  agricultural  and  game  range  purposes  will  liave  some 
relatively  minor  effects.  Probably  the  most  serious  loss  will  be  the  scenic 
open  space  adjacent  to  tlie  primitive  area.  In  short-term,  the  land  is 
mudi  more  valuable  to  be  developed  as  a subdivision  than  for  any  other 
purpose , 


Irreversible  Commitment  of  Resources 


Some  non-reclaimable  materials  would  be  used  in  construction.  'Die  land 
])robably  could  be  reclaimed  over  a period  of  time  for  pasture  or  scenic 
use. 


Tliere  is  no  data  available  indicating  tjiat  removal  of  sanitary  restrictions 
on  acceptable  lots  within  tlie  subdivision  will  result  in  any  irreversible 
effects  to  the  quality  or  quant itiy  of  surface  or  groundwrater. 

Comments 


It  was  noted  in  the  draft  statement  tiiat  sajiitary  restrictions  would  be 
removed  on  approved  lots  "with  tiie  understanding  that  tlie  local  department 
of  health  will  supervise  tlie  construction  of  all  sewage  and  water 
facilities."  Tliis  sentence  is  routinely  included  in  inijiact  statements 
covering  subdivisions  by  request  of  local  health  departments.  The 
State  Department  of  Ilealtli  evaluates  subdivisions  to  assure  they  meet 
standards  before  sanitary  restrictions  are  removed.  Several  county 
departments  of  healtli  liave  separate  jurisdiction  and  issue  permits  for 
individual  sewage  treatment  and  disposal  installations.  Tiie  county  health 
dopartmojits  rc<iucsted  that  the  need  for  county  supervision  of  septic  tank 
installations  be  spelled  out  in  impact  statements  to  assure  that  developers 
arc  amre  of  county  authority. 

At  this  time,  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  department  tliat  sanitary  restrictions 
cannot  be  removed  from  Lots  1,  2,  3,  10,  lOA,  12,  16,  17,  19,  20,  49,  50, 


51,  and  52  in  the  development  as  proposed. 

Response  to  the  Draft  Statement 

As  noted  earlier,  response  was  light,  but  contained  questions  sufficiently 
germane  to  require  preparation  of  this  final  statement.  An  attempt  iias 
been  made  in  tlie  foregoing  to  answer  all  questions.  Copies  of  correspondence 
received  are  attaclied  along  with  t\\^o  maps  of  the  proposed  development. 


Tills  statement  was  written  with  information  furnished  by  Donald  Zollman, 
Public  Health  Engineer;  Arthur  Clarkson,  Public  Health  Engineer,  and  the 
developer,  L.  IV.  Spain. 
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STATE  OF  MONTANA 


i//  / 

Environmental  Quality  Council 


r.AF^nOL  STATION  Mr  59601 


April  13.  1973 


Dr.  John  S.  Anderson,  Director 

Dept,  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 

Helena,  Montana 


Attention:  Mr.  D,  6,  Willems 


Dear  Dr,  Anderson: 


The  draft  environmental  impact  statement  on  Karst  Village  No.  1 
subdivision  appears  generally  inadequate,  For  example,  there  is 
no  map  showing  the  proposed  development  and  the  surrounding  lands. 
Intimated  Impacts  on  game  range  are  not  seriously  discussed.  The 
alternatives  mentioned  are  alternatives  only  to  the  developer,  not 
to  the  Department  of  Health,  The  Department  should  discuss  its  own 
alternatives,  including  that  of  not  removing  sanitary  restrictions. 


The  canyon  area  around  the  proposed  development  adjoins  some  of  the 
finest  remaining  natural  landscape  in  the  nation.  Since  the  area 
has  been  studied  in  some  detail,  it  is  a decisive  omission  that  the 
environmental  Impact  statement  was  not  made  available  to  the  Gallatin 
Canyon  Study  Team  at  Montana  State  University,  As  they  could  be  an 
Important  source  of  information  on  the  proposed  subdivision,  w^e  re- 
quest a 15-day  extension  of  time  for  comments.  During  this  perToT 
the  study  team  and  other  individuals  who 
tnight  offer  relevant  input  affecting  the  final  decision  of  the 
Department. 


FEN/mb 


Sincerely  yours. 


LETCHER  E^EWBY 
Executive  Director 
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United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 

FOREST  SERVICE 

FEDERAL  BUILDING  MISSOULA,  MONTANA  5980I 


Telephone: 

Area  Code  4o6 


r 

Mr.  John  S.  Anderson,  M.D. 
Director,  Department  of  Health 
and  Environmental  Sciences 
State  of  Montana 
LHelena,  Montana  59601 


1940 

April  26,  1973 


Dear  Sir: 

Enclosed  are  comments  concerning  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement 
for  Karst  Village  #1,  a proposed  subdivision  in  Gallatin  County, 
Montana. 

We  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  of  commenting. 


Sincerely, 


Regional  Forester 


Enclosure 


Gallatin  National  Forest's  Response  to  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Prepared  for:  Karst  Village  #1,  Gallatin  County,  Montana 

Prepared  by:  State  of  Montana,  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental 

Sciences 


These  comments  are  made  without  benefit  of  a copy  of  the  sanitary 
restrictions  proposed  to  be  waived  nor  a map  of  the  subdivision, 
both  of  which  would  have  improved  the  quality  of  this  reply.  This 
reply  also  goes  beyond  current  State  laws  in  some  cases  but  is  offered 
in  the  spirit  of  formulating  a quality  development. 

The  proposed  development  would  have  an  adverse  effect  on  both  elk  and 
mule  deer  who  use  this  area  for  winter  range.  The  Montana  Fish  and 
Game  Department  will  undoubtedly  provide  more  detailed  wildlife  infor- 
mation. We  have  observed  a herd  of  10-15  elk  wintering  on  and  near 
this  site  and  a lesser  number  of  mule  deer.  Several  moose  also 
winter  annually  on  and  near  the  site.  The  new  residents  will  greatly 
increase  hunting  pressure  on  these  animals. 

The  development  will  cause  additional  use  of  the  Spanish  Peaks  Primi- 
tive Area.  The  closest  access  point,  the  trail  beginning  at  Moose 
Flat  and  proceeding  beyond  the  asbestos  mine  to  Table  Mountain,  is 
lightly  used  and  would  probably  not  be  over  used  as  a result  of  this 
proposed  development.  The  development  will  however,  add  to  the  use 
on  other  nearby  popular  access  points  and  accelerate  the  need  to  res- 
trict the  number  of  people  entering  the  Primitive  Area. 

A portion  of  the  development  is  visible  from  Highway  191. 

The  proposed  Spanish  Peak  Wilderness  boundary  is  about  1/2  mile  from 
the  proposed  development's  west  boundary  with  the  National  Forest  land 
in  between  in  an  unclassified  status.  The  proposed  development  will 
most  certainly  place  importance  on  maintenance  of  the  adjacent  National 
Forest  land  in  its  natural  state  as  open  space. 

The  distance  of  structures  from  the  National  Forest  line  greatly 
concerns  us.  Often  private  landowners  build  within  several  feet  of 
National  Forest  to  in  effect  increase  the  size  of  their  lot.  The 
result  is  lumber  piles,  ground  disturbance,  swing  sets,  etc.  on  public 
land.  We  would  hope  construction  would  be  at  least  50  feet  from  National 
Forest  land.  We  recommend  that  private  land  should  provide  the  buffer 
between  dwellings  and  public  land. 

The  Big  Sky  Volunteer  Fire  Department  would  provide  structural  fire 
protection  to  this  development.  Travel  time  to  the  site  at  best  would 
be  1/2  hour.  The  threat  from  wildfire  at  this  site  is  relatively  minor 
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but  still  a consideration.  The  threat  of  house  fire  is  the  more 
important.  A house  fire  during  summer  months  would  be  a serious 
threat  to  the  National  Forest  land  to  the  west.  The  land  rises 
steeply  to  Table  Mountain  three  miles  distant  and  4,000  verticle 
feet  above.  A subdivision  of  this  size  and  distance  from  fire  help 
has  need  of  an  adequate  fire  suppression  water  supply.  Roads  should 
be  surfaced  and  of  a width  which  will  allow  emergency  vehicle  access 
against  the  flow  of  resident  traffic.  A green  belt  kept  free  of 
dead  wood  material  between  the  residence  and  National  Forest  land 
would  be  beneficial. 

Finally,  we  believe  the  developer  should  evaluate  each  lot  for 
sanitation  and  water  prior  to  approval  of  the  development  or  sale 
of  the  lots.  This  would  avoid  the  sale  of  unsuitable  lots  with 
the  buyer  left  hanging  or  seeking  suitable  disposal  land  or  water 
on  adjacent  National  Forest  land.  The  developers  themselves  utilize 
a spring  on  National  Forest  land  for  water  to  their  cabin  develop- 
ments west  of  the  River  some  of  which  are  under  special  use  permit 
from  the  Forest  Service.  There  is  a dry  well  at  one  of  the  cabin 
sites  on  National  Forest  land.  We  would  not  favor  additional  special 
use  permits  for  water  and  sewage  service  to  residents  of  the  sub- 
division. We  recommend  the  developer  be  responsible  for  developing 
water  for  the  subdivision  and  insuring  the  feasibility  of  septic  tank 
drain  fields. 

The  following  are  specific  questions  that  relate  to  the  Statement. 
Topography  and  Soil 

Par.  1.  On  what  information  is  the  statement  "soil  porosity  charac- 
teristics would  not  prohibit  the  use  of  septic  tanks  and 
drainfields"  based?  Information  available  to  us  indicates 
something  different. 

Par.  2.  Where  does  this  soil  information  come  from? 

Impacts 

Par.  1.  Do  you  plan  to  develop  and  contaminate  the  ground  water  on 
obvious  lots?  How  does  this  relate  to  State  and  Federal 
water  quality  laws? 

Par.  3.  What  is  meant  by  this  statement? 

Par.  6.  Will  a pollution  problem  occur  from  horses? 

Par.  7.  What  evidence  and  facts  do  you  base  this  statement  on? 

Evidence  available  to  us  indicates  an  opposite  possibility. 
How  will  you  monitor  water  quality  to  know  you  meet  State 
and  Federal  laws? 
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Irreversible  Commitment  of  Resources 


Par.  1.  Aren't  you  irreversibly  changing  ground  water  systems,  both 
in  quantity  and  quality,  that  may  affect  the  West  GAllatin 
River  over  the  long  time  period?  It  appears  your  development 
proposal  will  significantly  affect  ground  water  quantity  and 
recharge  through  the  wells.  Along  with  this,  your  proposed 
ground  systems  of  sewage  disposal  must,  without  doubt,  change 
the  ground  water  quality. 


SfEltSar'E  0»f' 


fiiy^Missi 


Helena,  Montana  59601 


May  3,  1973 


Mr,  Don  Willems,  Chief 
Water  Quality  Bureau 

Department  of  Health  and  Ikivironmental  Sciences 
Helena,  Montana  59601 

Dear  Don: 

As  requested,  we  have  reviewed  the  Karst  Village  No,  1, 
a proposed  subdivision  in  Gallatin  County,  Ehclosed  for  your 
information  is  a copy  of  a memo  from  our  regional  office  con- 
cerning that  review.  As  you  can  see,  there  are  going  to  be 
some  problems. 

We  are  particularly  concerned  with  the  plan  to  concentrate 
approximately  69  septic  tanks  on  the  100  acre  tract  in  question, 
I hope  you  will  be  able  to  insure  that  the  sewage  disposal 
system  ultimately  decided  upon  will  prevent  river  contamination. 


ENVIRONMENT  AND  INEORMATION  DIVISION 


JAP/sd 

Enc 


cc:  Fletcher  Newby 
Don  Bianchi 


STATE  OF  MONTANA 
DEPARTMENT  OF  FISH  AND  GAME 
HELENA,  MONTANA 

Office  Memorandum 

*5^0  : Wesley  Woodgerd  Attn;  Posewitz  date:  pieiy  1973 

FROM  : LeRoy  Ellig  By  ; Don  Bianchi 

SUBJECT:  Environmental  Impact  Statement  - Karst  Village  #1 


I reviewed  the  proposed  subdivision  with  Mr,  Leroy  Spain,  one  of  the  owners, 
Basically,  the  subdivision  seems  to  be  well  planned  and  public  access  to 
approximately  1 mile  of  the  Gallatin  River  will  be  beneficial  to  fishermen 
and  other  recreationists.  Also,  the  large  number  of  homes  (69  lots)  on 
this  100  acre  tract,  all  using  septic  tank  sewage  disposal  systems,  could 
create  a river  pollution  problem.  In  fact,  most  of  our  experience  with 
septic  tanks  near  rivers  shows  this  type  of  pollution  is  likely. 

When  the  second  bridge  is  constructed,  no  encroachment  into  the  river 
channel  with  the  bridge  abutment  should  be  allowed.  This  should  be  included 
in  the  permit. 

There  will  be  a direct  loss  of  habitat  for  deer,  elk,  moose,  bear  and 
mountain  sheep  because  of  this  subdivision. 

Additional  access  to  the  Spanish  Peaks  Primitive  Area,  furnished  by  the 
subdivision,  will  also  have  some  impact. 

Although  this  particular  subdivision  is  not  on  critical  wildlife  winter 
range,  other  private  holdings  in  the  Gallatin  Canyon,  if  subdivided,  will 
greatly  reduce  the  wildlife  carrying  capacity  of  this  area, 

I have  no  further  comments  on  this  subdivision  proposal , 


DB:pl j 


Montana  State  University 


Bozeman,  Montana  59715 


Tel.  406-994-3331 


j -tment  of  Earth  Sciences 
I e of  Letters  and  Science 


May  15,  1973 


Mr.  Daniel  Vichorek 
Technical  Writer 
Department  of  Health  and 


Environmental  Sciences 
Helena,  Montana  59601 

Dear  Mr.  Vichorek: 

Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  May  10,  enclosing  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  on  Karst  Village  No.  1. 

This  was  the  first  I had  seen  of  it,  and  in  checking  with  some  other 
members  of  the  Gallatin  Canyon  study  team  I have  so  far  contacted  none  who 
have  seen  it.  This  will  account,  I believe,  for  lack  of  reaction. 

I judge  it  is  too  late  for  this  letter  to  be  of  much  use  in  the  decisions 
regarding  the  Karst  development,  but  I'm  going  to  react  as  best  I can.  In  so 
doing  I will  not  be  speaking  for  the  Gallatin  Canyon  study  team  but  only  for 
myself. 

1.  Since  there  are  no  maps  Indicating  the  relationships  of  the  proposed 
lots  to  the  soil,  water  table,  slope,  and  geology,  there  is  obviously  no  way 
for  me  to  judge  the  soundness  of  the  development  in  this  regard. 

2.  The  first  paragraph  under  Impacts  says,  "There  are  many  lots  where 
the  use  of  septic  tanks  and  drain  fields  would  result  in  the  contamination  of 
the  ground  water."  This  sentence  begs  for  an  action  proposal.  What  does  the 
developer  plan  to  do  under  these  circumstances?  Deny  building?  Use  a different 
sewage  disposal  system?  Go  ahead  and  contaminate  the  ground  water,  anyway? 

3.  Under  Alternates  to  the  Proposed  Action,  the  first  alternate  is  "Leave 
the  land  as  it  is."  The  second  is  "Use  for  a trailer  park  or  other  commercial 
development."  Then  he  says,  "The  developer  stated  that  the  use  proposed  is  the 
most  economical  for  him  and  the  least  damaging  to  the  environment."  Is  the 
proposed  development  really  less  damaging'^the  environment  than  leaving  the  land 
as  it  is?  If  so  the  developer  will  have  established  a new  standard. 

4.  The  proposed  development  is  right  on  the  border  of  an  area  up  for 
Wilderness  classification.  Experience  indicates  that  unless  what  goes  on  out- 
side the  wilderness  boundary  is  harmonious  with  the  purposes  of  the  wilderness, 
the  result  is  unhealthy  for  the  wilderness  area.  This  development  is  definitely 
out  of  harmony  with  the  wilderness  area  and  hence  to  my  mind  constitutes  a source 
of  future  border  conflict  and  trouble. 


Mr,  Daniel  Vichorek 
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May  15,  1973 


These  are  my  personal  reservations  to  the  development  as  proposed  in 


the  Impact  Statement. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely  yours, 

CCB/kab 


Charles  C.  Bradley 
Professor  of  Geology 


Bwironme  ■ ' ^ 
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May  30,  1973 


Dr.  John  S.  Anderson,  Director 
Department  of  Health  and  Environmental 


Sciences 

Helena,  Montana  59601 


Attention:  Dan  Vichorek 


Dear  Dr.  Anderson: 

This  letter  is  in  reference  to  comments  and  Departmental  replies  on  the  Karst 
Village  #1  subdivision  draft  impact  statement.  You  have  asked  us  to  report 
whether  the  information  submitted  is  sufficient  in  lieu  of  a final  environmen- 
tal impact  statement.  We  do  not  believe  that  the  material  submitted  is  in  the 
proper  form  or  of  sufficient  content  to  qualify  as  a final  environmental  impact 
statement.  This  is  especially  true  given  the  substantial  content  of  critical 
review  received  by  the  department.  In  addition,  there  is  enough  substance  to 
the  various  agency  and  citizen  comments  to  merit  the  preparation  of  a final. 

Specifically,  the  statement  still  does  not  analyze  the  comparat i ve  coatS-jnd_ 
risks  of  permitting  individual  water  supply  and  sewage  disposaTliorks  as  opposed 
to  col  1 ectiye^ys terns . Forest  Service  correspondence  indicates  there  are  soiT 
porosity  difficul tTes.”  Nor  does  the  statement  explore  in  any  detail  the  possible 
beneficial  impacts  of  recommending  a reduced  number  of  units  on  the  affected 
acreage.  The  department's  inadequate  consideration  of  alternatives  to  the  pro- 
posed action  is  not  helped  by  statements  which  allege  that  the  proposed  develop- 
ment would  have  a lesser  impact  than  others  "that  come  to  mind."  It  is  easy  to 
dredge  up  a list  of  potential  environmental  horrors  for  various  commercial  de- 
velopments in  areas  similar  to  Karst.  However,  this  is  no  substitute  for  full 
consideration  of  the  agency's  alternatives  in  reviewing  a proposed  project.  In 
the  final  impact  statement  you  should  also  assess  possible  difficulties  from 
periodic  flooding  by  the  Gallatin  River. 

The  Department  has  been  notably  lax  in  properly  distributing  copies  of  environ- 
mental impact  statements  to  affected  parties.  I hope  that  in  the  future  copies 
will  be  circulated  to  groups  such  as,  in  this  case,  the  Montana  Wilderness  Associa 
tion,  the  Sierra  Club,  and  the  Gallatin  Sportsmen.  The  Environmental  Quality 
Council  is  developing  a list  which  may  be  helpful  in  this  regard. 

I look  forward  to  receiving  your  final  statement. 


FEN/cjb 
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THY  BRADLEY 

ITRICT  NO,  n.  GALLATIN  AND 
PARK  COUNTIES 
ZFMAN,  MONTANA  S9715 

IITTEES; 

TURAL  RESOURCES.  VICt  CMAIRM.AN 
UCATION 

CAL  GOVERNMENT 


May  30,  1973 


Dr.  John  Anderson,  Director 
I ■ 4-  T -i-v.  ov>/-3  "cvatt-^  "^Qiinient al  Sciences 

Helena,  Montana 
Dear  Dr.  Anderson: 

I would  like  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement 
of  the  Depar‘tmert  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  regarding  the 
renuest  of  Karst  Village  ^1  develoners  to  remove  sanitary 
restrict?Ls!  I will  ^.art  by  explaining 
to  the  removal  of  sanitary  restrictions  at  this 

I do  not  think  the  Department  of  Health  is  in  compliance  «ith  the 
Ln?ana  Environmental  policy  Act  - and  then  discuss  some  lesser, 
but  nevertheless,  important,  objections. 

Section  69-65011  (b)(3)(iii)  of  MEPA  provides  that  all  agencies 

of  the  state  shall  include  in  their  impact  ®^^^®“°‘J^®The‘^drrft  ^ 
Statement  on  "alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  The  oral li 
statement  submitted  by  the  Department  clearly  land 

conce^ing^thi^pa^ticular  development,  ^^/hat 

tit^rjirr/r  i:r?r°arirrr  ^“rarr^yftrrL  -Llr  e^tnstead  of 
rilifi^r  ^%hT-r::1efforiortr:sr:irernatives  are 

discussed. 

I would  further  quote  the  alLSI^ rerr^nizes 

69-6505  (b),  which  states  t^t  the  e nvironment, 

that  each  person  shall  b..  entitled  -5  nnuiahine:  its  authority 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  Department,  ^ of^healthful  water.  On 

and  responsibility  of  assu^ng  the  pu  ^ich  septic  tanks 

one  hand  the  Department  admits  to  the  problewn^^  P^^ 

could  cause  under  certain  existing  o over  to  the  local 

hand  the  Department  xs  ready  | ao  plans  to  monitor 

health  department,  and  states  , public  is  being  given  no 

the  water  quality.  It  is  ^^^i^r^fstate  and  federal  standard, 

assurance  that  the  water  quality  will  meet  sea 
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Another  serious  problem  with  the  environmental  draft  is  its 
information  which  conflicts  with  statements  from  the  Fish  and  Game 
Department  and  the  U.S.  Forest  Service.  Page  1 of  the  Department 
of  Health's  comments  states,  "This  department  believes  the  law  requii 
100  foot  separation  of  septic  tank  drainfields  and  surface  water 
is  adequate  to  prevent  pollution."  ''Mr.  Ellig  of  the  Fish  and 
Game  Department  comments,  "Most  of  our  experience  with  septic 
taiiks  near  rivers  shows  this  type  of  pollution  is  likely."  Mr* 
Yurich  of  the  Forest  Service  comments,  "On  what  information  is  the 
statement  ®soil  purosity  characteristics  would  not  prohibiv 
the  use  of  septic  tanks  and  drainfields’  based?  Information  availabl 
to  us  indicates  something  different." 


I do  not  need  to  point  out  that  this  is  a serious  disagreement,  i 
in  spite  of  this  conflicting  information  the  Department  of  Health* 
states  at  the  end  of  its  comments  that  it  will  "remove  the  sanitary 
restrictions  unless  information  is  received  indicating  the  probabilit 
that  illegal  water  pollution  would  result  from  removal  of  the  ! 

restrictions."  With  two  other  major  agencies  disagreeing  with  the 
findings,  this  is  no  time  to  assume  Innocence  on  the  part  of  the 
developer.  Surely  the  action  of  removing  the  restrictions  should 
not  be  taken  until  further  information  resolves  the  question,  or 
precautions  taken  by  the  developer  resolve  the  conflict.  The  public 
should  not  be  put  in  the  position  of  having  to  wait  until  after  the 
fact  to  see  which  agency  is  correct. 


Lesser  objections  to  the  iuivironmental  Draft  and  the  Comments 

include  the  followings 

lo  Page  2 of  the  draft  states,  "There  are  many  lots  where  the 
use  of  septic  tanks  and  drainfields  would  result  in  contamination 
th©  groundwater,"  The  Department  then  presents  its  own  answer 
to  this  quandary  by  saying  that  the  "overall  high  quality  of 
ir/.'^elopEient  reauired  by  developers  in  covenants  would  seem  to 
©iii'ftinat©  most  potential  impacts.  “ This  is  purely  ana  simply 

case  of  relieving  the  developer  of  all  responsibility  of 
the  initS.al  stages  of  development,  and  taking  his  word  on  sanitation 
. ■bandar ds  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  they  will  be  left  to  the  home- 
It  is  my  strong  conviction  that  the  Department  of  Health 
hold  the  Karst  developers  responsible  for  more  adequate 
sanitation  precautions  before  the  development  is  approved  and 
.sanitation  restrictions  are  removed. 

2.  Page  2 of  the  draft  states,  "Water  pollution  should  be 
avoidable  if  sut surface  drainfields  are  limited  to  approvea  lobs, 
v^at  assurance  is  there  for  the  public  that  this  will  be  done,  once 
the  sanitary  restrictions  are  removed?  ; 
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3.  Page  3 of  the  draft  says  it  is  "fortunate  that  the  development 
planned  is  of  a high  quality,  calculated  to  maintain  the  environment 
at  the  highest  level  compatible  with  a residential  area*  By 
whose  judgement  was  this  statement  made?  Surely  it  is  obvious 
even  to  a layman  that  a development  of  69  lots  on  100  acres,  with 
individual  sewage  and  water  facilities,  is  by  no  means  the  highest 
environmentally  compatible  level  of  a real denti nl  orea. 

1|.  Page  3 of  the  draft  says,  "Since  the  suitability  of  lots 
for  subsurface  drainage  facilities  must  be  determined  lot  by  lot, 
the  State  recommends  removal  of  the  sanitary  restrictions  with  the 
understanding  that  the  local  department  of  health  will  supervise 
the  construction  of  all  sewage  disposal  and  water  supply  facilities. 

I am  curious  to  know  if  it  is  only  in  perfect  instances,  when  all 
lots  are  admittedly  suited  for  septic  tanks,  that  the  Department 
of  Health  keeps  its  supervisory  responsibility?  In  J ^ 

wondering  on  what  authority  the  Department  is  delegating  its  respon 

sibility? 

Page  3 of  the  comments  states,  "If  water  degradation  did 
occur.  It  could  be  remedied  by  abandonment  of  the  site.  Is  tMs 

not  a bit  severe?  Who  pays  for  the  mistake?  "°can  do 

a case  of  fraud  to  lot  owners  and  river  users?  I think  we  can  d 

better  than  this. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  matter. 

Sincerely, 

Dorothy  Bradley 


cc;  D.  G.  Willems 
Fletcher  Newby 
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The  Montana  Wilderness  Association 

Route  I,  Box  1410 
Hamilton,  Montana  59840 

June  ath,1973 
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Dr.  John  .-.nderson,  ^ir.  , 

Dept,  of  health  and  Environmental  sciences 

Helena,  mt. 

Dear  Dr.  -mderson, 

about  the  intent  ana  depth  of  the  process. 

Tn  order  for  the  Dept,  to  make  a statement  of  substance  about  the 
state  of  the  drainage  fields^on  the  nrooosed  develoament  it  must  haj^e 
adeau.ate  soils  and  drainage  iniorm.ation  available  is 

age  ‘we  concerned,  is  a farce. 

Nothl.no  is  mentioned  about  the  impact  that  that  many  slurs '^but'  ’^hat 

of  I’uid  will  have  on  each  other,  -e  are  all  aWare  .a  urban  l . , 
is  to  i-revont  rur  iJ  slats  Trot  developin’  from  suoH  ; conceit, rotioo  of 
people  with  111  their  an.molS,  '"'Chinas  eontri  v.nces^^  the  ui  ts , 

'rividoU,  sdopu,,te  to  prevent  the  "rnbbit  w.rreii  o tmosntu.  i . No  olao 
showlii'”,  prospective  tilvision  were  with  thie  .ata  tioi;.' air . 

The  fieJd  of  the  drainage  problem  is  not  covered  to  my  satisfaction. 
Domestic  '’nii-ais  may  be  keot  on  the  aremises  but  no  mention  lo  m dt.  oi 
how  aniiir  1 waste  is^to  be  disposed  of.  Culverts  and  roadside  ditcnes  re 
mentioned  but  will  they  not  drain  ultimately  unto  the  nnalitv^ 

is  nuide  of  this  imp..ct  which  1 consider  of  imaortance  to  one  .uali^y 

of  the  Gallatin  river. 

The  st.tenent  says  tnat  ’’There  are  many  lots  (empnasis  r;:ine ) where  the 

use  of  septic  tanks  and  drainfields  would^  result  in  contamination  o^ 

.T-ro  na  water.”  Who  will  determine  which  tnese  lots  are 
allowed  on  them?  What  vvill  be  the  impact  on  neighooring  lots; 

The  whole  statement  leaves  one  with  the  feeling  that  the 

the  nroiect  is  only  cursory  at  best.  If  this  is  the  approach  whuffih  t 

Denakmint  of  health  and  i-nvironmental  Sciences  is  planning  to 
in  this  field  of  such  vital  importiince  to  L.ontana  Mt  this  tiiie  then 
i suvvLt  that  it  take  down  the  teht  and  turn  this  duty  of  environmental 
watchdog  over  to  a department  wnich  will  be  dedicated  to  demanding 
hi'^hest 'quality  of  development  standards,  which  will  be  dedicated  to 
maintflninhNr  puaiity  of  enviroment  and  which  will  not  be  Winaea 
or  enthralled  by  the  sirens’  sona,s  of  ’development  is  pro,-,reosa 


cc:  Newby 
Jud  -^e 
/ ichorek 


Sincerely, 

Doris  Nilner,  resident 


LeFtoj  ELlig 


June  8,  1973 


Jita  Poswits 


Furtheir  Inforraation  « Karst  Village  No.  1 


Enclosed  i®  a copgr  of  a latter  fyom  th@  Dqpartiaeint  of  Health  and  Ihvlron- 
m^tal  Sciences  r^ardlng  comments  made  on  Karst  Village  No,  1,  Would  you 
C'lsaaQ  mpply  th®  additional  information  be^i  requested  - specifically  in  r©»‘ 
gard  to  scsments  that  ware  made  on  the  Karst  Village  problem. 

I beliere  in  responding  to  the  general  question  posed  by  Mr.  Viohor^  we 
should  acknowledge  that  the  100  foot  separation  is  probably  adequate  where  soil 
condition®  sre  ideal  for  septic  systems | however,  this  rule  of  thumb  cannot  be 
applied  across  the  board  as  it  is  now,  ainoe  many  cQJLiivial  deposits  presently 
attracti¥@  for  subdivislona  are  far  from  Ideal  soil  types  for  septic  systems. 
For  'the  soil  scientist  with  the  Forest  SerTioe  on  Book  Creek  near 

Mssoula  has  stated  that  s^tic  systems  on  the  allurlal  deposits  of  Hook  Cre^ 
rcj:T©0ent  little  more  than  direct  pipes  to  surface  watar  flows. 

Your  response  to  Mr.  Viohorek's  questions  would  be  greatly  appreciated  at 

earliest  oowsnimce. 


bcc;  VDan  Vichorek 


'3TATIH  OF^/lDi\3TA?\5A  Helen  a,  Montana  5960i 


STATE  DCCuiViEf^TS 

hand  Environmental Saences 


Jonn  S.  Anderson  M.D. 

DIRECTOR 


Februaxy  20,  1974 


Governor  Judge,  Helena 

Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 
City- County  Planning  Department,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 
Gallatin  National  Forest  Headquarters,  Bozeman 
Bozeman  Chronicle,  Bozeman 

Fletcher  Newby,  Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena 
Montana  Fish  and  Game  Department,  Helena 

Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning  and 
Economic  Development,  Helena 
Karst  Guest  Ranch,  Box  1055,  Bozeman 

Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212,  Venture  Center,  Missoula 
Montana  State  Library,  Helena 
Mike  Baker,  Box  843,  Big  Sky 

Keith  M.  Thompson,  U.  S.  Forest  Service,  Federal  Building,  Missoula 

Art  Hutchinson,  Lee  State  Bureau,  c/o  Independent  Record,  317  Allen,  Helena 

Dorothy  Bradley,  House  of  Representatives,  State  Capitol,  Helena 

Raymond  Hurley,  Joe  Brooks  Chapter,  Trout  Unlimited,  Box  271,  Livingston 

Doris  Milner,  Montana  Wilderness  Association,  Route  1,  Box  1410,  Hamilton 

Perry  Nelson,  526  North  Bozeman  Avenue,  Bozeman 

Charles  Bradley,  1105  South  Tracy,  Bozeman 

Ric  Graetz,  Box  894,  Helena 

Ken  Porter,  502  South  Grand,  Bozeman 

Elizabeth  Smith,  2311  Highland  Court,  Bozeman 

James  Goetz,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 

City-CoLinty  Health  Department,  Box  639,  Bozeman 

Ladies  and  Gentlemen: 

The  attached  document  has  been  issued  at  the  advice  of  the  Environmental 
Quality  Council,  to  supplement  draft  and  final  environmental  impact  state- 
ments prepared  under  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act  for  Karst  Village 
No.  1 in  Gallatin  County. 

The  Environmental  Quality  Council  recommended  the  publication  of  this 
supplement  to  inform  the  public  of  information  that  has  become  available 
since  publication  of  the  final  impact  statement  on  August  6,  1973. 

All  comments  regarding  this  supplement  should  be  mailed  to  me  within 
15  days  from  the  date  on  this  letter.  If  no  persuasive  detrimental  infor- 
mation is  received  by  the  end  of  the  15-day  period,  this  department  will 
remove  the  restrictions  with  the  exceptions  noted  in  the  supplement. 


S’ 


MONTANA  state  L;:.:  'RY 
930  East  Lyndale  Avenue 
Helena,  Montana  59601 


Daniel  Vichorek 

Technical  IVriter 

Environmental  Sciences  Division 


DV:vf 

cc:  Ben  V/ake 


SUPPLEMENT  TO  THE  FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

FOR 

KARST  VILLAGE  NO.  1 

Water  Supply: 

Tliree  wells  have  been  drilled  on  the  land,  each  with  an  adequate 
supply  of  groundwater.  Well  No.  1 on  Lot  25,  as  shown  on  the  attached 
map,  is  50  feet  deep  with  the  static  water  level  23  feet  below  the  surface. 
Production  is  40  gpm. 

Well  No.  2 on  Lot  8 is  60  feet  deep  with  the  static  water  level  40  feet 
below  the  surface  and  production  at  10  gpm. 

On  Lot  15,  Well  No.  3 went  down  140  feet  with  the  static  level  65  feet 
below  the  surface.  Production  is  5 gpm.  The  well  logs  are  as  follows: 


No.  1 


Depth  (ft.) 

Formation 

From 

To 

0 

5 

black  topsoil 

5 

23 

dirty,  coarse  sands,  gravels  and  boulders 

23 

33 

dirty,  coarse  sands  and  gravels 

33 

38 

clean  sands  and  gravels 

38 

50 

cemented  sands  and  gravels 

No.  2 

Depth 

(ft.) 

Formation 

From 

To 

0 

24 

clay  overburden 

24 

46 

coarse,  dry  clay,  rocks  and  boulders 

46 

60 

sands  and  gravels 

No.  3 

Depth 

(ft.) 

Formation 

From 

To 

0 

20 

coarse,  jagged  boulders 

20 

70 

crumbly,  rotten  granite 

70 

78 

gray  shale 

78 

101 

laniinated  shale  and  granite 

101 

115 

dirty,  sandy,  decomposed  granite 

115 

140 

granite 

The  driller  was  not  certain  whether  the  granite  between  115  and  150  feet 
was  bedrock  or  a large  granite  boulder. 
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Floodplain  Information 


The  100-year  floodplain  was  determined  by  the  Floodway  Management  Bureau 
as  shown  on  the  attached  map.  IV/o  lots,  19  and  20,  could  be  seriously  affected 
by  floods  reaching  the  expected  100-year  level.  All  other  lots  appear  to  have 
room  to  accommodate  v\fells  and  drainfields  above  the  flood  level. 


Solid  Waste  Disposal 

A commercial  trash  hauler  has  agreed  to  remove  and  dispose  of  all  solid 
wastes  from  this  development. 


Questions  from  the  Public 


We  will  attempt  in  this  section  to  deal  adequately  with  the  questions 
raised  by  the  public  following  publication  of  the  final  statement. 

1.  Sieve  analyses 

Sieve  analyses  were  not  performed,  but  samples  are. on  hand  should  they 
be  required.  Material  from  each  of  the  well  drill  holes  is  available  and 
visual  review  of  the  material  indicates  the  material  is  acceptable  for  our 
needs.  (Soil  analysis  was  made  on  samples  as  indicated  by  the  attached 
soil  sanple  laboratory  test  results.) 

2.  Dye  Tests 

Dye  tests  are  not  practicable  unless  there  is  a direct  connection  between 
a sewer  system  and  a body  of  water.  Soil  systems  tend  to  absorb  the  color 
material  in  the  dyes  and  unless  there  is  a direct  connection  beti\reen  the 
point  of  insertion  of  the  dye  and  where  the  sample  is  collected,  no  results 
vail  be  obtained.  Groundwater  movement  may  be  relatively  slow  and  could  be 
at  the  rate  of  one  foot  a year.  Therefore,  any  movement  of  groundwater 
containing  dye  could  take  considerable  time  to  be  detected  if  the  dye  ;\rere 
not  strained  out. 

3.  Water  potability 

Three  analyses  indicate  the  chemical  quality  of  the  water  to  be  adequate 
at  this  time.  Bacteriological  tests  cannot  be  made  until  a well  has  been 
conpleted  and  disinfected.  Treatment  can  be  provided  wherever  there  is  an 
indication  of  bacteriological  contamination. 

4 . Bedrock 

The  three  well  logs  included  above  indicate  that  bedrock  is  heloM  50 
feet.  Bedrock  at  this  depth  should  cause  no  concern  for  the  development. 

5.  Wells  and  septic  tanks 

Some  respondents  to  the  final  statement  said  that  the  soil  was  too 
porous  and  impervious  to  be  capable  of  absorbing  sewage.  Sewage  is  not 
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absoroed  by  soils  in  any  case,  but  is  filtered  through  the  soils  and  enters 
the  groundwater  table.  The  finer  the  soil  structureT  the  mo?e  is  tl 

filtratio.n  of  the  smaller  particles.  As  more  se.iage  passes  ttaS  tte  soif 

stSiSS  rstll^lL 

provide  al"qL™e'trL^«nt:  mintained  sewerage'systems  ^houl 

6.  Primitive  area  degradation 

areas ^wil?  ^''‘®  adjoining  forest  and  primitive 

This  id  degraded  by  people  pollution  as  a result  of  this  develonment 
Inis  matter  was  discussed  on  Page  6 of  the  final  statement.  ^ 

7. 


General  Allegation  of  Water  Pollution  Potential 


Every  effort  is  being  made  to  prevent  water  pollution  on  this  nrmVrt 
In  vieii  of  the  established  character  of  the  soils  on  thieve  10™^?  ^^' 
depth  to  the  water  table,  the  topography  and  the  planned  denLT  i appirs 
that  compliance  with  the  applicable  regulations  regardinesewagf disposS 

containatiSn  and 

speciS  being  SkSif  Jhlr''lJcatSrL°?L^?ots?'^ 

Other  matters  that  appear  to  require  clarification  are  as  follows: 

1.  A 50-year  flood  is  expected  to  occur  once  every  50  years  A 100- 
year  flood  IS  expected  once  every  100  years.  ^ 

elevation  indicates  a flow  of  7,000  cubic  feet 
per  second,  with  the  50-year  flood  at  6,000  cfs. 

second  has  not  been  determined.  The 
def^i^nS!  ^ 100-year  flood  flows  and  that  figure  has  been 

4.  Bata  are  available  to  support  our  claim  that  the  soils  are  fine- 

SiirthatVrfw  attached  soil  data  sheet)  Fine-grained 

fart  th^  hnl  suitable  for  septic  tank  disposal.  In 

tin  ^ infonnaLion  on  septic  tanks  in  the  earlv  days  looked  for 

S?o^jS^Lilf°  ^ dispersion  of  the  water 

takes  D^crJoVnn ^ the  better  filtration  that 

collect  the  organic  matter  suspended  in  the  sewage,  which 
then  creates  more  pores  to  further  collect  smaller  particles. 


5 


Sieve  analysis- -already  discussed. 


fans,  landslides,  river- laid  gravel  denosits  and  similar 

operation  of  sewer  and  watk 

k wk?  unless  the  granite  found  at  115  feet 

n Well  ho.  3 is  bedrock.  The  water  table  ranges  from  65  feet  below  the 
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surface  on  Lots  15  to  23  feet  below  on  Lot  25.  Soil  studies  made 
earlier  in  the  year  indicate  groundv/ater  at  about  10  feet  in  area 
near  Lot  25.  The  direction  of  groundwater  flo^w  is  assumed  to  be 
from  the  hills  toward  the  river  and  parallel  to  the  river.  The  sub- 
surface material  on  Lot  15  is  relatively  coarse  with  jagged  boulders 
Linderlain  by  coarse  sand  and  gravel.  Peiineability  of  materials  on 
lots  mentioned  appears  to  be  very  good. 

8.  Seismic  tests  often  give  erroneous  results  in  a tight  valley. 
Therefore,  it  v/as  decided  to  use  the  actual  drilling  of  test  wells 
to  determine  if  bedrock  was  within  a reasonable  distance  from  the 
surface.  The  wells  determined  that  bedrock  is  deep  enough  to  be  of 

no  consequence  to  the  development.  It  appears  the  bedrock  is  granite 
which  is  not  a good  aquifer.  The  cost  of  drilling  through  such  material 
is  negotiable  between  the  driller  and  the  land  oivner.  The  materials 
above  the  115  foot  level  should  not  present  any  problems  to  the  driller, 
as  they  are  easily  penetrated  by  a drill  rig. 

9.  Specific  data  on  each  lot  for  well  locations,  subsurface  sewage 
disposal  site,  maximum  elevation  of  groundwater,  soil  percolation  tests, 
proposed  surface  and/or  groundwater  drainage  schemes  is  shown  on  a 
typical  plot  plan  with  notes  as  prepared  by  the  developer.  The  developer 
insures  that  compliance  will  be  made  with  Circular  332  and  Circular  12 

of  the  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences.  Surface 
drainage  systems  have  been  installed  beti'/een  Lots  1 and  2 with  a culvert 
under  the  road  to  carry  the  water  to  the  river.  These  systems  drain  a 
small  spring  located  above  Lots  1 and  2.  A second  channeling  of  the 
watercourse  occurs  through  Lots  17  near  the  boundary  betiveen  Lots  49  and 
50  and  the  boundary  between  Lots  51  and  52  continuing  on  to  the  river. 
This  surface  drainage  carrying  water  directly  to  the  river  may  change 
the  whole  percolation  picture  on  those  lots  where  the  water  previously 
had  been  spreading  out  and  pooling  instead  of  flowing  directly  away 
from  the  area. 

10.  From  the  data  submitted  and  the  test  well  drilling,  it  appears 
that  a satisfactory  source  of  water  supply  can  be  obtained  on  the  lots 
and  sufficient  water  is  also  available  on  the  lower  terrace  lots  to 
serve  as  a source  of  multiple- lot  water  supplies.  Tnere  is  a possi- 
bility that  as  the  development  progresses,  a community  water  system 
can  be  constructed  in  the  oval  roads  \n.th.  a source  of  water  being 
located  in  lots  along  the  river  similar  to  the  test  well  on  Lot  25. 

There  is  ample  \vater  at  sufficient  depths  to  provide  a source  for 

a community  type  water  system. 


Proposed  action 


Fifteen  days  after  issuance  of  this  supplement,  the  department  v/ill 
remove  the  restrictions  from  all  lots  knovm  to  be  satisfactory  for  installa- 
tion of  wells  and  septic  tank  drainfields. 

Lots  1 through  18,  19,  20  and  49  through  53  will  remain  under  restric- 
tion until  adequate  sites  can  be  located  on  each  for  winter  and  sewer 
facilities.  Installation  of  these  facilities  must  be  supervised  on  all  lots 
by  the  county  sanitarians. 
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Lots  1 through  18  viill  remain  under  restriction  because  the  steepness 
of  the  land  makes  it  difficult  to  reestablish  a plot  plan  for  the  sewer  and 
water  facilities  without  an  on-site  lot-by-lot  review.  Lots  19  and  20  remain 
restricted  because  of  the  floodplain  incursion.  Surface  drainage  may  cause 
high  groundwater  on  Lots  49  through  53.  Some  of  the  lots  under  restriction 
may  be  suitable  for  development  if  sold  in  combination  with  adjacent  lots. 

Restrictions  may  be  removed  from  those  lots  in  question  whenever  the 
department  is  convinced  adequate  water  and  sev/er  facilities  can  be  installed. 


Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 

'STATS  OF  <'/3a^JTAy\3  A HELENA,  MONTANA  596C1 
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Aunust  29.  1975 


QTAli: 
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Board  of  CouivO"  Coinmis s loners , Coartiiouse,  Bozeinan 
Cit}'-Counp'  flmminp  Deoartnent,  Court::oase,  Bozeman 
City-County  tiealth  Department,  Box  059,  Jiozenan 
environmental  Quality  Comicil,  Helena  : 

Fish  and  Came  Department,  iielena 

Department  of  Interyovemi lental  violations,  Division  of  Planning,  uelena 

Hovrard  A.  nicklcLsTigiit , Kirkn/ood  Puincn,  west  YelloTvstone 

Student  Fnviro'T'ental  Pcsearch  Center,  Doom  212  Venture  Center,  ttissoula 

-Vontana  State  LiiSra-pz,  tieiena 

Ken  Porter,  502  Soutti  Cran.d,  Dozeman 

Pic  Craetz,  Box  394,  Helena 


Centlomen; 

The  enclosed  draft  environmental  impact  statement  lias  been  prepared  for 
Kirla’ood  Sliores,  a nroposed  subdivision  in  Callatin  Countv,  Tnis  is  sub- 
mitted for  your  rcviei:  auid  comments. 

Under  'lontaiia  lai/,  a person  or  agency  has  tiiirt^'  davs  to  submit  comments 
airl/or  sufinlv  additional  information.  An  additional  fifteen  davs  mav  be 
granted  noon  specific  request  to  an  individual  or  agenev.  If  you  ivive 
an}’  comments  regarding  the  environmental  impact  statement,  please  sub- 
mit tliem  to  tills  office. 

,‘After  thirty  days,  tine  project  mill  be  review, md  in  ligiit  of  coiiments  re- 
ceived that  are  an]:)licablc  under  H'ontana  lam 

Sinccrelv  yours, 

D.  C,  Villens,  P.F.,  ChHef 
Vatcr  puality  jiureau 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 

IXm:AVC:sh 
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MOImTAtIA  state  DEPA^Oi  Ern’  OF  iiEAL'ni 
A^'.T) 

EiAAIT)rT-I£:7ITvL  SCIENCES 

August  29,  1975 

DIE\FT  I:TA\CT  STArEMETI' 

Kirlavoou  Siiores, 

a proposed,  subdivision  in  GaliatLn  Coiont}' 


Pursuant  to  tiie  Moiitaiia  Environmental  Folicv  Act,  Section  b9-6504(b)  (5) ; 
the  act  controlling  both  public  and  private  mater  supplies  and  senage 
disposal  for  subdivisions*,  Section  69-5001  tnuough  69-5005;  and  the  act _ 
to  control  v/ater  pollution,  Section  69-4301  tnrougti  69-4327,  tne  following 
draft  iimact  statement  is  prepared  by  the  Environmental  Sciences  Jivision 
of  the  D*epartr!ient  of  Ilealtn  and  Environmental  Sciences  conceniLng  hirh'ood 
Shores,  a proposed  subdivision  in  Gallatm  County,  ;bntatia. 

Location: 

Tills  subdivision  is  located  in  Section  25,  Tov.nsliip  11  South,  Range  5 East, 
M?M,  Gallatin  Couity,  dontana.  Tlie  suouivision  is  further  located  on  tne 
northi'.'est  arm  of  Hebgen  Lalce  south  of  iiiglr.-.nv  237  approximately"  IS  miles 
northwest  of  Vfest  Yeilov.'stone,  The  attac.ied  map.sno’r-S  tne  location  or 
this  subdivision. 

Description  Ol  tlie  Proposed  Developiient: 

Tlie  oivners,  Howard  and  Jerrine  Michlevaright , propose  to  divide  part  of  the 
Kirhr.pod  Pvanen  consisting  of  an  area  of  15  axres  into  33  lots  as  a 
recreational  tyaoe  development.  Tne  ’.vater  supply  is  to  be  provided  tnrougn 
a central  v/atcr  system,  tlie  plans  for  viiicn  liave  been  revier.xcl  oy'  the 
department;  and  it  appears  tliat  adequate  pater  vlll  be  available  for  tiiis 
development . 

Sewage  disposal  v.-ill  be  by  me.ans  of  septic  tardrs  -and  subsurface  drainfields 
idiich  should  be  acceptable  in  tliis  area. 

Topogranliy  and  Soils: 

Soil  profiles  v/ere  determined  bv  digging  a trench  20  feet  long,  20  feet 
deep,' and  10  feet  vdde  ’vitli  a drag  line  in  July  1973.  Tne  nature  of  tne 
soil  was  found  to  consist  of  2-1/2  feet  of  topsoil  and  17-1/2  feet  of 
sand,  gravel,  and  clay.  No  muter  I'as  encountered  in  any"  of  the  test 
holes.  A ".rater  well  v:as  drilled  on  Tie  property^,  and  Tie  static  .rater 
level,  first  groundwater,  was  encountered  at  24  feet  below  the  surface. 

Percolation  tests  vrerc  run  throughout  Tie  area  indicating  a percolation 
rate  of  from  2 to  2-1/2  minutes  for  Tie  vuter  to  fall  one  inch. 


Impact  oF  the  Proposed  Development: 


Page  2 


Tae  principal  inpact  pill  be  to  increase  tiie  population  density-  daring  the 
siciuner  montiis.  The  area  adjacent  to  t'lis  development  is  alread)^  developed 
into  suTim.er  liomesites  and  be:Lng  used  for  recreational  purposes  as  dude 
ranches  and  motels,  llie  proposed  development  v;ill  conform  to  existing 
patterns  of  land  use  in  this  immediate  area. 

Probable  Adverse  Environmental  bffects: 

Tnere  is  vem/  little  probability  of  adverse  environmental  effects  being 
created  by  this  development.  The  land  is  and  has  been  used  for  recreational 
purposes  over  the  last"  15  years.  The  only  major  difference  is  the  fact  that 
"this  lajid  is  being  sold  to  individuals  for  the  erection  of  summer  homes 
and  the  ov.nersliip  v'ill  be  divided  among  50  or  more  families  'vdiereas  in  the 
past,  the  land  has  been  under  the  ov.nersnip  oc  one  family. 

Alternates  Considered: 

1.  Remove  the  sanitar;/  restrictions  as  requested. 

2.  Not  remove  sanitary  restrictions  and  keep  properh,^  in  tiie  condition 
it  is  at  the  present  time. 

3.  Remove  sanitary  restrictions  subject  to  certain  conditions. 

Relationship  bet^.veen  Long-term/SIiort- terra  Uses  of  Environment: 

Tlie  productive  characteristics  of  t^iis  parcel  are  minimal  due  to  the 
location,  soil  chiar  act  eristics  and  adjacent  development.  Tlie  productivity 
Avill  not  appreciably  decline  upon  UTplementation  of  tlie  ot .Tiers’ projected 
improvements . 

Any  Irreversible  or  Irretreivable  Commitmient  of  Resources: 

Tlie  irreversible,  irretreivable  use  of  resources  uill  be  the  same  as  in 
any  development  v.here  building  materials,  roads  and  other  construction  ma- 
terials are  utilized.  Tlie  area  is  such  t^iat  in  all  probability,  if  man 
should  abandon  tlie  area  at  some  future  tbae,  tne  land  uould  soon  revert 
back  to  its  original  state  of  vegetative  cover. 

Comments  and  Recommendations: 

Tills  subdivision  has  been  tlioroughly  revievjed  by  the  local  nlanning 
authority  and  the  county  officials  and  lias  been  approved  by  tiie  local 
governing  bodies.  Tnere  appears,  from  tiie  prelimina'jp,-'  reviev;  of  tne 
information  submitted  on  tliis  development,  tnat  tiie  proposed  netliods 
of  ’-/ater  supply,  seuage  disposal  nill  be  satisfactoip/  and  uill,  in  all 
probability,  cause  no  adverse  effects  on  the  environment . Tiis  office 
is  considering  the  removal  of  s.anitar-  restrictions  iirom  tiie  nronerty 
if  no  adverse  coimments  are  received  vitiiin  the  30-day  meriod  that  tiie 
draft  is  being  circulated. 


■Piis  statement  arenared  by  A.  H.  Clarlsoa,  ?.b.,  linymeer,  .alter  .jualit- 

Bureau  fron  iiifoniation  subr.itted  tv  t:®  developer,  r.o  , are 

and  iiifontation  obtained  fr.o.a  tae  City-eo’enty  tl.uuruig  vu.,ud  u- 
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TATE  UCCuMENlS 

/'5/-7y 


January  29,  1974 


Board  o£  County  Ccramiss loners.  Courthouse,  Philipsburg 
City-County  Planning  Board,  Courthouse,  Philipsburg 
J.  1.  CunnLgham,  M.D.,  County  Health  Officer  Philipsburg 
John  Peterson,  Sanitarian,  Courthouse,  Anaconda 
Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena 

Student^EnvhromStS  Research  Center,  Room  212  Venture  Center,  Missoula 
Robert  Johnson,  221  East  Commercial  Avenue,  Anaconda 


Gentlemen: 


This  impact  statement  is  submitted  for  your  consideration, 
questions  viill  be  accepted  for  30  days  following  issuance 
ment.  An  additional  15  days  is  available  on  request. 


Comments  and 
of  this  State- 


Sincere  ly  yours. 


D.  G.  Willems,  P.E. , Chief 
Water  Quality  Bureau 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 
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Enclosure 

cc:  D.  Vichorek  through  Ben  Wake 
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MONTANA  STATE  DEPMTMENT  OF  HEALTH 
AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCES 

E.S.  73/491  Januaiy  29,  1974 


DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
FOR 

LAKEVIEIV  SUBDIVISION 

a proposed  subdivision  in  Granite  County,  Montana 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69-6504  (b)(3); 
and  the  act  controlling  both  public  and  private  water  supply  and  sewage 
disposal  for  subdivisions.  Section  69-5001  through  5005;  and  the  act  to 
control  water  pollution.  Section  69-4801  through  4827,  the  following  state- 
ment was  prepared  by  the  Environmental  Sciences  Division  of  the  Department 
of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  for  Lakeview  Subdivision,  a proposed 
subdivision  near  Georgetovm  Lake,  for  which  a submittal  has  been  received 
requesting  removal  of  the  sanitary  restriction  which  has  been  imposed  upon 
the  property. 

Location 


This  project  is  located  approximately  15  miles  south  of  Philipsburg,  Montana 
along  Blodgett  Gulch  in  Section  26,  Township  5 North,  Range  14  West,  MFM, 
Granite  County,  Montana.  The  north  boundary  of  the  property  is  about  2,000 
feet  from  Georgetown  Lake  (see  attached  map) . 

Description  of  proposed  project 

The  owers  would  divide  103  acres  into  93  residential  lots  which  range  in 
size  frcm  28,809  to  100,255  square  feet.  The  fundamental  design  of  the 
proposed  subdivision  is  a rectangular  grid.  Roads  are  to  be  constructed 
according  to  Granite  County  road  specifications  with  variances  to  be 
granted  as  to  width  and  other  standards  as  necessary. 

Once  the  roads  are  constructed  and  are  accepted  by  the  Board  of  County 
Commissioners  of  Granite  County,  they  shall  be  maintained  from  that  time 
on  by  Granite  County.  In  consideration  for  construction  of  the  roads  by 
the  owners,  the  Board  of  County  Commissioners  of  Granite  County  sliall  waive 
forever  all  lands  required  to  be  set  aside  as  parks  and  playgrounds  or 
cash  donations  in  lieu  thereof. 


The  use  of  drilled  wells  for  domestic  water  supply  is  proposed.  Logs  of 
four  drilled  wells  have  been  submitted  as  evidence  that  a supply  of  potable 
domestic  water  can  be  developed  on  each  and  every  lot.  Following  is  a 
tabulation  of  pertinent  data: 

WELL  LOCATION  DEPTH  OF  IVELL  PRODUCTION  IN  GALLONS  PER  MINUTE 


m 1/4  S.  24,  T5N,  R14W  82  feet  30 

SW  1/4  S.  24,  T5N,  R14W  220  feet  14 

NE  1/4  S.  24,  T5N,  R14W  140  feet  40 

SE  1/4  S.  26,  T5N,  R14W  135  feet  unknown 
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Individual  septic  tanks  and  subsurface  drainfields  are  proposed  for  the 
disposal  of  sewage.  Percolation  tests  were  completed  in  July  1973  with 
all  tests  performed  according  to  specifications  established  in  the  Montana 
Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences’  Regulation  51.300, 

Section  7.4.5.  Results  indicated  the  soil  would  readily  accept  septic 
tank  effluent  for  disposal  and  treatment. 

A sanitary  landfill  near  Anaconda  is  available  for  use  by  future  residents 
of  the  proposed  subdivision.  A commercial  pick-up  service  is  also  avail- 
able for  those  who  prefer  not  to  haul  their  own  refuse. 

Topography,  geology  and  soils 


As  described  by  the  Montana  Bureau  of  Mines  and  Geology,  this  property  is 
underlain  by  the  Newland  Limestone  which  is  a dark  bluish-gray  argillaceous, 
dolanitic  limestone  with  some  argillite,  locally  schistose.  The  gulch 
itself  is  filled  with  recent  alluvial  material.  ‘ ' - 

Marcetta  gravelly  loam  soils  have  developed  under  grassland  conditions 
over  the  alluvial  material.  These  soils  are  well  drained  with  moderate 
permeability  and  present  slight  limitations  for  subsurface  sewage  disposal 
in  the  absence  of  high  groundwater  conditions.  The  depth  to  ground-vN/ater 
has  not  been  determined  on  the  lots  that  the  small  creek  flows  through; 
namely  Lots  1,  3,  5,  10,  11,  49,  50,  51,  52,  and  53,  Tract  C. 

The  grasslands  on  the  slopes  are  dominated  by  the  loams  and  stony  loams 
of  the  Hanson- Skaggs  complex.  Slopes  range  from  8 to  25  percent.  These 
soils  are  well  drained  with  moderate  pemeability  and  are  suitable  for 
subsurface  sewage  disposal,  except  on  the  steeper  slopes  and  where  there 
is  shallow  depths  to  bedrock. 

The  predominantly  lodgepole  pine  timbered  areas  are  dominated  by  garlet 
gravelly  loam.  They  are  well  drained  witii  a high  rate  of  infiltration 
and  rapid  permeability.  Limitations  to  the  installation  of  subsurface 
sewage  disposal  systems  are  slight,  except  on  the  steeper  slopes.  These 
areas  with  steep  slopes  should  not  be  utilized  as  sites  for  subsurface 
sewage  disposal.  The  grass  parks  in  the  timbered  areas  are  underlain  by 
IVhitore  cobbly  loam.  These  moderately  permeable  soils  present  severe 
limitations  to  the  installation  of  subsurface  sewage  disposal  systems 
because  of  slopes  of  15  to  30  percent. 

Surrounding  development 

The  area  immediately  surrounding  the  proposed  subdivision  is  largely  un- 
developed, except  for  Edward's  Tracts  to  the  northeast  and  developments 
along  Georgetown  Lake  to  the  north.  Therefore,  the  development  of  this 
property  would  not  be  an  intrusion  into  a pristine  environment. 

Probable  impact  on  the  environmgit 

Impacts  from  development  of  this  property  would  fall  within  the  range 
associated  with  the  residential  use  of  a semi-primitive  area.  The 
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magnitude  is  purely  speculative,  although  none  appear  to  suggest  any 
prohibitive  degree  o£  severity.  A visual  impact  would  result  from  the 
proposed  development,  although  the  severity  or  desirability  is  a matter 
of  personal  aesthetic  values. 

The  potential  for  significant  air  pollution  seems  minute  although  there 
will  be  some  road  dust  generated.  Some  of  the  roads  are  already  con- 
structed and  some  cleariag  will  be  necessary  in  order  to  accommodate 
houses.  It  is  a possibility  that  some  lots  would  require  leveling  with 
heavy  equipment  in  order  to  improve  building  sites.  Construction  of  water 
and  sewer  systems  will  result  in  further  disruption. 

Game  habitat  in  the  area  would  be  peraianently  lost  by  development  of  this 
property.  However,  no  state  legislation  prohibits  development  in  areas 
frequented  by  wildlife,  and  if  other  state  requirements  are  satisfied, 
this  department  is  obliged  to  approve  the  project.  The  Montana  Department 
of  Fish  and  Game  has  expressed  concern  about  possible  accelerated  eutro- 
phication of  Georgetown  Lake.  They  suggested  that  at  this  point  in  time 
perhaps  consideration  should  be  given  to  a single  treatment  plant  for 
the  Georgetown  Lake  area. 

There  would  be  little  immediate  effect  on  the  local  school  system.  Lack 
of  economic  opportunities  would  preclude  year-round  residency  for  most 
families  with  school-aged  children.  However,  a few  may  not  find  the  daily 
drive  to  Anaconda  or  some  other  town  unacceptable. 

Alternatives  available  to  this  department 

1.  Remove  the  sanitary  restriction  on  the  subdivision  as  submitted. 

2.  Refuse  to  remove  the  sanitary  restriction  on  the  subdivision. 

3.  Remove  the  sanitary  restriction  on  portions  of  the  property  that  can 
meet  department  requirements  with  respect  to  water  supply,  sewage 
disposal,  solid  waste  disposal  and  water  quality. 

Short -term/long- term  comparisons 

Long-term  worth  is  best  represented  by  the  intangible  value  inherent  in 
leaving  the  land  undeveloped  for  wildlife  habitat  and  as  an  aesthetic 
shoreline  bordering  a recreational  body  of  water.  In  the  short-term,  the 
land  is  most  econcmically  valuable  as  a recreational  home  subdivision. 
However,  recreational  subdivisions  generally  tend  to  reduce  the 
recreational  value  of  their  surrounding. 

Irreversible  commitment  of  resources 


There  would  be  a commitment  of  non -recyclable  building  materials  used  in 
the  construction  of  second  homes.  The  proposed  subdivision  would  break 
the  land  into  a multiplicity  of  omerships  which  would  probably  be 
irrevokable. 
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This  statement  was  prepared  by  Alfred  P.  Keppner,  Soils  Scientist,  Water 
Quality  Bureau,  with  information  furnished  by  the  developer,  the  U.  S.  D.  A. 
Soil  Conservation  Service,  the  Montana  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  John 
Peterson,  R.S.,  and  the  law  offices  of  Knight,  Dahood,  Mackay  and  McLean. 
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STATE  DOCUMENTS 


3-7-7y 


March  4,  1974 


Honorable  Thomas  Judge,  Governor  of  Montana 
Mr.  Frank  Lamb,  Red  Lodge 

Mr.  Charles  Luedke,  District  Court  of  the  13th  Judicial  District,  Red  Lodge 

Mr.  Arthur  W.  Ayers,  Jr.,  County  Attorney,  Courthouse,  Red  Lodge 

Mr.  Allen  D.  Gunderson,  Hanvood,  Gales  § Gunderson,  Box  926,  Billings 

Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Helena 

Department  of  State  Lands,  Helena 

Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena 

Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning,  Helena 

Supervisor,  Custer  National  Forest,  Red  Lodge 

Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Red  Lodge 

Carbon  County  Planning  Office,  Box  460,  Red  Lodge 

Mr.  Rodney  Fink,  Sanitarian,  Box  111,  Columbus 

Atlas  Engineers,  Box  1483,  Billings 

City  of  Red  Lodge,  Box  507,  Red  Lodge 

Mr.  Rick  Graetz,  Box  894,  Helena 

Mr.  Alf  Hulteng,  Branch  Office,  Box  20296,  Billings 

Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212  Venture  Center,  Missoula 
■^4bntana  State  Library,  Helena 
Soil  Conservation  Service,  Box  J,  Joliet 
Mr.  Jim  Coming,  Box  20236,  Billings 

Mr.  Charles  O’Donnell,  Attorney,  Department  of  Health,  Helena 
Mrs.  Rita  Sheehy,  1041  Poly  Drive,  Billings 


Gentlemen; 

Enclosed  is  the  final  environmental  impact  statement  for  Lamb  Estates 
Subdivision  in  Carbon  County. 

Comments  and  questions  will  be  accepted  for  30  days  following  issuance 
of  the  statement. 

Sincerely  yours. 


r 


D.  G.  Willans,  P.E. , Chief 
Water  Quality  Bureau 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 
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Enclosure 

cc:  Dr.  Anderson 


MOr4IANA  STATE  LIBRARY 
930  East  Lyndcle  Avanus 
Helena,  Mcniano  59601 


I 


Dan  Vichorek 
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STATE  OF  f/iOXTANA 

DEPARTMEXT  OF  HEALTH  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCES 

March  4,  1974 


FINAL  ENF/IRONNENTAL  IMPACT  STATBENT 
FOR 

IAMB  ESTATES  SUBDIVISION 
IN 

CARBON  COUNIT 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69-6504 Co) (3) ; 
and  the  act  controlling  both  public  and  private  water  supply  and  sewage 
disposal  for  subdivisions,  Section  69-5001  through  69-5005;  and  the  act 
to  control  water  pollution,  Section  69-4801  through  4827,  the  following 
statement  was  prepared  by  the  Environmental  Sciences  Division  of  the 
Montana  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  which  has  been 
asked  to  remove  sanitary  restrictions  on  this  subdivision. 

A draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  this  subdivision  near  Red  Lodge, 
Montana  was  prepared  by  this  department  on  December  7,  1973. 


Additional  Information: 

The  owner  submitted  additional  information  on  this  subdivision  through 
Atlas  Engineers,  Incorporated,  Billings,  Montana  on  January  18,  1974.  It 
is  stated  that  permits  are  available  at  the  Red  Lodge  city  hall  for  rural 
residents  to  Lise  the  city  of  Red  Lodge  sanitary  landfill. 

Typical  lot  layouts  are  provided  indicating  sprinkler  areas  from  holding 
tanks  plus  the  detail  of  the  wet  well,  pump  and  sprinkler  for  spray 
irrigation  disposal  of  bath,  lavatory,  laundry,  and  kitchen  sink  wastewaters. 
It  is  also  stated  that  wastewater  that  is  to  be  hauled  from  the  site  will 
be  by  contract  haulers.  The  contract  hauler  who  now  serves  the  area  in 
which  the  referenced  subdivision  is  located  dumps  at  the  city  of  Laurel 
sewage  treatment  plant.  In  the  future,  the  city  of  Red  Lodge  may  develop 
an  approved  dump  site  which  would  make  this  type  of  operation  a more 
practical  matter. 

This  information  contends  that  potable  water  may  be  hauled  to  cisterns 
in  the  Red  Lodge  area  by  Billings  and  Laurel  commercial  \^^ater  haulers. 

The  cost  of  such  hauling  will,  for  the  foreseeable  future,  dictate  the 
development  of  individual  wells.  There  is  within  this  subdivision  area 
an  abundance  of  water  for  well  development.  The  requirement  of  five 
gallons  per  minute  sustained  yield  is  a function  only  of  an  adequately 
sized  system  being  developed  in  the  opinion  of  the  engineer.  Infonnation 
as  to  the  required  well  depth  for  potable  water  is  not  provided. 


Inipacts : 


A letter  dated  January  4,  1974  from  the  Environmental  Quality  Council 
recommends  against  any  clearing  of  streajiiside  vegetation  and  against  placing 
buildings  too  close  to  the  creek.  The  Declaration  of  Restrictions  by  the 
developer  on  this  subdivision  provides  that  no  trees  or  natural  growth 
shall  be  cut,  trimmed,  or  destroyed  until  express  approval  is  obtained  from 
the  declarants  or  their  designated  agent.  Provisions  for  other  clearing 
restrictions  or  building  location  restriction  will  require  zoning  that  cannot 
be  provided  by  this  department.  The  Fish  and  Game  Department  has  reported 
in  September  1973  that  one  lot  has  been  cleared  of  trees  all  the  way  to 
the  stream. 

The  correspondence  from  the  city  of  Red  Lodge  in  letters  of  December  14, 

1973  and  January  21,  1974  contends  opposition  to  any  housing  construction 
close  to  the  west  fork  of  Rock  Creek  where  the  city  gets  its  drinking  water . 
Overall  zoning  of  this  area  that  cannot  be  provided  by  this  department 
will  be  required  to  prevent  housing  construction  in  this  area.  This  de- 
partment's policy  statem.ent  on  watersheds  above  public  water  supply  is 
that  no  removal  of  sanitary  restrictions  from  land  developments  on  public 
water  supply  watersheds  will  be  considered  without  adequate  community 
sewage  collection  and  disposal  facilities  which  treat  and  dispose  of  sewage 
below  the  water  supply  intake.  The  department's  legal  staff's  interpretation 
of  this  policy  considers  a wholly  no- discharge  type  wastewater  disposal 
as  being  acceptable. 

ITie  information  presented  on  this  subdivision  on  December  27,  1973  by  the 
Montana  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  notes  loss  of  white-tailed  deer 
habitat  and  ruffed  grouse  habitat  if  the  subdivision  is  developed.  Dis- 
approval of  this  application  on  these  grounds  is  not  within  the  authority 
of  this  agency  according  to  the  present  interpretation- of  state  law. 

This  point  merely  emphasizes  again  the  need  for  comprehensive  planning 
designed  to  meet  all  the  desires  of  a particular  development  in  its  total 
environmental  need.  Another  point  brought  out  was  the  question  of 
satisfactory  handling  of  v/astewaters. 


Comments : 

The  policy  relating  to  removal  of  sanitaty  restrictions  from  land  develop- 
ment on  public  water  supply  watersheds  will  not  permit  the  disposal  of 
wastewater  by  spray  irrigation.  If  the  developer  would  propose  a total  no- 
discharge on  watershed  disposal  system,  the  legal  staff  and  administrators 
of  this  department  can  consider  such  a proposal  as  an  equivalent  to  seivage 
collection  and  disposal  below  the  water  supply  intake. 

Guidelines  from  the  Environmental  Quality  Council  require  the  issue  of  the 
final  environmental  impact  statement  which  clearly  evidences  responsiveness 
to  comments  received  on  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement.  Tlie 
puiqoose  of  this  assessment  and  consultation  procedure  is  to  provide 
agencies,  other  decision-makers,  and  the  public  X'/ith  an  understanding  of 
the  potential  environm.ental  effects  of  proposed  actions.  These  guidelines 
also  require  that  administrative  action  shall  not  be  taken  sooner  than  30 
days  after  the  text  of  this  statement  has  been  available  to  the  Environ- 
mental Quality  Council,  all  interested  governmental  agencies  and  the  public. 
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This' statement  was  written  and  prepared  by  Albert  J. 

Water  Quality  Bureau,  Environmental  Sciences  Division,  Department  ot 
Health  and  Environmental  Sciences. 


December  7,  1973 


Honorable  Thomas  Judge,  Governor  of  Montana 
Mr.  Frank  Lamb,  Red  Lodge 

Mr.  Charles  Luedke,  District  Court  of  the  13th  Judicial  District,  Red  Lodge 

Mr.  Arthur  W.  Ayers,  Jr,,  County  Attorney,  Courthouse,  Red  Lodge 

Mr.  Allen  D.  Gunderson,  Harwood,  Galles  Gunderson,  Billings 

Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Helena 

Department  of  State  Lands,  Helena 

Environm.ental  Quality  Council,  Helena 

Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning,  Helena 
Supervisor,  Custer  National  Forest,  Red  Lodge 
Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse  Red  Lodge, 

Carbon  County  Planning  Office,  Box  460,  Red  Lodge 

Mr.  Rodney  Fink,  Sanitarian,  Box  111,  Columbus 

Atlas  Engineers,  Billings 

City  of  Red  Lodge,  Box  507,  Red  Lodge 

Mr.  Rick  Graetz,  Box  894,  Helena 

Mr.  Alf  Hulteng,  Branch  Office,  Box  20296,  Billings 

Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212,  Venture  Center,  Missoula 

Montana  State  Library,  Helena 

Soil  Conservation  Service,  Box  J,  Joliet 

Gentlemen : 

This  impact  statement  is  submitted  for  your  consideration.  Comments  and 
questions  will  be  accepted  for  30  days  following  issuance  of  this  statement. 
An  additional  15  days  is  available  upon  request. 

Sincerely  yours. 


D.  G.  Willems,  P.E. , Chief 
Water  Quality  Bureau 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 


DGWrshCAJG) 
Enclosure 
cc : Ben  Wake 


MONTANA  STATE  LIBRARY 
930  East  LynUaie  Avenue 
Helena,  Montana  59601 


MONTANA  STATC  OPPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH 
AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCES 

DR/\FT  ENVIRONMENim  IMPACT  STATEMENT' 
FOR 

LAMB  ESTATES  SUBDIVISION 
IN 

CARBON  COUNTY 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  FYivironmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69-6504  (h)  (3); 
and  the  act  controlling  both  public  and  private  water  supply  and  sewage 
disposal  for  subdivisions;  and  the  act  to  control  water  pollution,  the 
following  statement  was  prepared  by  the  Environmental  Sciences  Division 
of  the  Department  of  Healtli  and  Envirorimental  Sciences , which  has  been 
asked  to  remove  the  sanitary  restriction  on  this  subdivision.  State  law 
requires  that  the  sanitary  restriction  be  removed  before  construction  on 
the  property  of  any  building  that  would  require  facilities  for  water 
supply  or  the  removal  of  sewage  or  trash. 

Location 


This  property  is  local al  in  Section  12,  Tovnship  8 South,  Range  19  East, 
Custer  National  Forest  land  is  to  the  west  of  this  subdivision.  It 
lays  on  the  west  fork  of  Rock  Creek  about  two  and  one -fourth  miles 
upstream  from  the  city  of  Red  Lodge  water  supply.  A map  is  attached  to 
indicate  this  property. 

Description  of  the  proposed  development 

The  owner,  Franklin  Lamb  of  Red  Lodge,  would  divide  5.5  acres  into  5 lots. 
It  is  noted  on  the  subdivision  plat  that  park  requirements  shall  be  met 
by  a cash  donation. 

The  subdivision  is  designated  as  Block  One  and  consists  of  5 lots,  each 
100  feet  wide  and  depths  ranging  from  430  to  500  feet.  Let  areas  range 
from  43,000  to  50,000  square  feet.  Each  lot  has  for  its  south  boundary 
the  centerline  of  the  west  fork  of  Rock  Creek.  Stream  frontage  averages 
about  120  feet  for  each  lot. 

Gravelled  driveways  with  no  formal  drainage  systems  are  proposed. 

According  to  the  restrictive  covenants,  "No  structures  shall  be  erected, 
altered,  placed  or  permitted  on  any  portion  of  said  land  except  single 
family  residences,  a private  garage  or  carport  detached  for  more  than  two 
cars.  One  guest  cabin  and  a structure  to  be  used  as  a storage  facility 
may  be  constructed  for  use  with  the  single  family  residence,  but  shall  not 
contain  any  kitchen  facilities.  Any  sanitation  facilities  in  the  guest 
carbin  must  conform  to  the  state  and  county  sanitary  rules,  regulations 
and  requirements  and  all  fluid  disposal  systems  must  be  directly  connected 


Page  2 


with  the  fluid  disposal  system  for  the  single  family  residence.  Any  sewage 
disposal  system  in  the  guest  cabin  must  be  either  an  electric  or  gas 
incinerator  reducing  all  waste  to  an  ash.  All  buildings  must  be  of  new 
construction  and  no  building  shall  be  moved  onto  said  land.  No  mobile 
or  trailer  homes  may  be  maintained  on  said  property. 

"Any  residence  constructed  shall  contain  not  less  than  700  square  feet, 
exclusive  of  open  roof  areas,  cabanas,  carports  and  garages,  the  location 
of  which  must  be  approved  by  these  declarants  or  their  designated  agent. 

"No  building  of  any  kind  shall  be  constructed  within  20  feet  of  the 
property  boundary  lines. 

"No  building  of  any  kind  shall  be  constructed  until  the  plans  and  specifications 
therefore  have  been  approved  by  the  declarants  of  these  restriction  or 
their  designated  agent.  Adi  buildings  shall  externally  conform  to  the 
alpine  nature  of  the  area,  and  none  will  be  permitted  to  have  metal  roofs 
or  siding. 

"No  trees  or  natural  gro’ivth  shall  be  cut,  trimmed  or  destroyed  until 
express  approval  is  obtained  from  these  declarants  or  their  designated 
agent . 

"All  plans  for  the  installation  of  sanitary  facilities  shall  be  submitted 
to  and  be  approved  by  the  Montana  State  Board  of  Health  and  the  Carbon 
County  Board  of  Health  prior  to  the  commencement  of  any  residential  con- 
struction. No  outhouses  will  be  peimitted. 

"Cattle,  horses,  swine,  goats,  sheep,  fowl  or  other  bam  yard  animals, 
livestock  or  poultry  are  prohibited  on  said  property. 

"Only  decorative  fencing  shall  be  permitted  in  the  development  of  in- 
dividual residential  sites  and  no  barbed  or  woven  wire  fences  will  be 
permitted  except  where  presently  constructed  and  around  external 
boundaries  of  the  above  described  property. 

"No  rubbish,  trash,  junk  or  garbage  shall  be  allowed  to  accumulate  and 
shall  be  kept  maintained.  Any  machinery,  equipment,  appliances,  trailers 
or  similar  articles  shall  be  kept  in  enclosed  buildings  except  when  in 
normal  use.  No  accumulation  of  fire  hazard  materials  will  be  permitted. 

"Any  tanks  used  in  connection  with  any  residence  for  the  storage  of  gas, 
fuel  oil,  gasoline  or  oil  must  be  kept  buried  or  screened  by  adequate 
planting  or  decorative  fence  to  properly  conceal  them. 

"No  dumping,  drainage  or  other  disposals  shall  be  peimitted  to  enter  the 
flow  of  any  stream  adjacent  to  or  on  any  portion  of  said  land.  No 
obstruction  or  installation  of  any  kind  shall  be  made  in  or  immediately 
adjacent  to  the  stream  which  might  in  any  manner  interfere  mth  or 
change  the  natural  stream  flow  or  course. 
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"No  septic  tanks  or  sewage  absorption  disposal  systems  can  be  constructed, 
installed  or  maintained.  Only  incineration  toilets  of  either  gas  flame 
or  electric  heat  type  may  be  installed,  maintained  or  used.  All  bath, 
sink  or  other  fluid  wastes  must  be  pumped  or  conveyed  in  water-tight 
pipes  to  an  underground  holding  or  storage  tank  v;hich  must  be  maintained 
and  operated  in  such  a manner  that  no  fluid  shall  enter  the  adjacent  soil. 
Such  installation  shall  be  at  least  50  feet  from  and  lower  than  the 
location  of  any  \vell  situated  on  said  lot  ot  adjoining  lots.  Ml  fluids 
therefrom  must  be  pumped  and  removed  from  said  lands  or  sprayed  upon  the 
surface  in  such  a manner  that  no  portion  thereof  can  possibly  enter  the 
floxv  of  any  stream  or  percolate  into  the  underground  water  table  or 
courses.  All  such  systems  must  be  approved  by  the  County  Sanitation 
Officer  and  the  State  and  County  Boards  of  Health  before  any  operation 
thereof . 

"No  commercial  enterprises  shall  be  conducted  from  or  on  said  land  and 
no  unla\srful,  offensive,  noisy,  immoral  activity  or  condition  shall  be 
carried  on  or  maintained,  nor  shall  anything  be  done  or  permitted  thereon 
which  may  become  a nuisance  or  annoyance  to  the  adjoining  portions  of 
said  land.  Ary  yard  lites  must  be  installed  in  such  a manner  that  the 
operation  thereof  shall  not  be  an  annoyance  to  the  adjoining  property 
owners." 

These  covenants  may  be  enforced  by  any  oi'ner  of  a portion  of  said  land 
and  amendments,  additions  or  changes  thereto  may  be  accomplished  by 
consent  of  the  recorded  owners  of  85  percent  of  the  land. 

Hie  developer  proposes  that  the  method  of  supplying  water  be  by  individual 
wells  or  cisterns. 

Topography  and  soils 

The  surface  of  this  property  is  gently  sloping. 

The  soil  is  a Charlos  Stony  Loam.  The  engineers  for  the  project  listed 
in  a test  pit  log  to  a 7.8  feet  depth  as  2 feet  in  black  topsoil,  the 
next  foot  is  mixed  sand  and  gravel  with  the  remainder  beneath  as  sand, 
gravel  and  boulders.  The  groundwater  table  on  May  18,  1973  is  shown  at 
6.8  feet  below  the  ground  surface. 

Three  test  holes  for  percolation  tests  were  made  on  the  subdivision. 

The  percolation  rate  for  test  hole  number  1 is  35  minutes  per  inch. 

The  percolation  rate  for  test  hole  number  2 is  83  minutes  per  inch. 

Hie  percolation  rate  indicated  for  test  hole  number  3 is  50  minutes 
per  inch. 

In  the  E.  S.  91  form,  it  is  indicated  that  the  land  surrounding  the  estate 
on  the  south  and  west  is  U.  S.  Forest  Service  land  that  is  imgged  with 
little  or  no  access.  This  5.3  acre  subdivision  is  part  of  the  estate. 
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Impacts 

Die  developer  states  that  "The  wildlife  associated  mth  this  area  is 
small  game.  The  use  of  this  land  for  cabin  sites  would  not  affect  deer 
pasturage  as  they  feed  and  live  primarily  on  the  adjacent  forest  mountainous 
land, " 

Hie  Red  Lodge  City  Council  on  September  11,  1973,  passed  and  adopted  a 
Resolution  No.  900  recording  its  opposition  to  the  approval  of  the  plat 
of  this  subdivision  in  consideration  of  the  city  policy  with  reference  to 
development  within  the  area  fronting  on  Rock  Creek  and  within  the  approaches 
to  the  Red  Lodge  city  water  supply. 

The  developer  also  states  that  the  type  of  sewage  disposal  proposed  would 
add  no  pollution  to  Rock  Creek.  A typical  lot  arrangement  has  not  been 
provided  to  indicate  driveways,  holding  tanks,  wells,  cisterns,  surface 
spraying  areas  and  buildings.  There  is  only  driveway  access  to  the  lots. 

The  existing  abandoned  forest  road  will  be  graded  out  and  planted  to 
native  grass  because  the  road  has  left  considerable  scar  on  the  land. 

The  covenants  state  removal  of  solid  waste  from  the  subdivision  but  do 
not  define  acceptance  to  a satisfactory  landfill. 

Incinerator  toilets  are  to  be  used.  All  bath, sink  or  other  fluid  wastes 
must  be  pumped  or  conveyed  into  sealed  underground  wastewater  holding 
tanks.  The  developer  states  that  the  fluids  from  the  holding  tanks  will 
be  pumped  and  removed  from  the  subdivision  or  sprayed  upon  the  surface  in 
such  a manner  that  no  portion  thereof  can  possibly  enter  the  flow  of  any 
stream  or  percolate  into  the  underground  water  table  or  courses.  There 
is  no  indication  as  to  how  the  wastewater  will  be  hauled  off  site  and 
where  it  will  be  taken.  The  soil  of  this  area  has  slow  permeability  and 
will  absorb  surface  water  slowly.  The  percolation  results  show  this  slow 
acceptance  of  this  soil  for  surface  water. 

Alternate  actions  available  to  this  department 


1.  Approve  the  subdivision  as  requested. 

2.  Approve  the  subdivision  subject  to  certain  conditions. 

3.  Disapprove  the  development. 

An  alternate  that  would  be  in  accordance  with  the  Department  of  Health 
and  Environmental  Sciences  statement  that  no  removal  of  sanitary  restriction 
from  land  developments  on  public  water  supply  watersheds  will  be  con- 
sidered without  adequate  comnunity  sewage  collection  and  disposal  facilities 
which  mil  treat  and  dispose  of  sewage  below  the  water  supply  intake  \'/ould 
be  for  the  subdivision  developers  of  this  watershed  to  join  together  and 
provide  a centralized  sewerage  system  below  the  city  of  Red  Lodge  water 
supply  intake. 
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Short-term/long-tem  comparisons 

'Pie  land  originally  was  a homestead.  Pie  developer  states  that  if  the 
land  cannot  be  used  for  exclusive  restricted  cabin  sites,  then  it  will  be 
necessary  for  him  to  use  the  land  for  cattle  pasturage  which  would 
permanently  dam.age  the  area  and  destroy  its  recreational  value. 

If  the  land  were  left  undeveloped  and  unused,  the  siiiall  game  of  the  area 
would  continue  to  survive. 

IiTeversible  commitment  of  resources 

Pie  normal  commitment  of  resources  for  this  tiqie  of  development  can  be 
expected. 

Comments 

On  October  16,  1973,  a complaint  was  filed  in  the  district  court  of  the 
thirteenth  judicial  district  of  the  state  of  Montana  in  and  for  the  county 
of  Carbon  by  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  of  the 
state  of  Montana  against  Franklin  A.  Lainb  and  Dorothy  E.  Inmb,  husband 
and  wife,  for  enforcement  of  the  health  laws  of  the  state  of  Montana. 

In  this  complaint,  it  is  stated  that  the  defendants  have  caused  lands  to 
be  surveyed  and  platted  into  several  parcels  or  lots  for  the  purpose 
of  selling  and  disposing  of  said  parcels  or  lots  and  defendants  are  now 
constructing  or  now  causing  to  be  constructed  a building  thereupon  which 
requires  facilities  for  the  supply  of  water  and  disposal  of  sewage  and 
solid  waste.  It  is  further  stated  that  the  defendants  have  not  obtained 
approval  of  the  appropriate  local  health  officer  nor  have  defendants 
secured  the  approval  of  plaintiff  that  it  has  approved  the  plat  and  plans 
and  specifications  and  that  said  premises  are  subject  to  no  sanitary 
restrictions.  Said  lands  are  subject  to  sanitary  restrictions  as  set 
forth  in  Chapter  50  of  Title  69,  Revised  Codes  of  Montana,  1947. 

Tlie  developer  has  not  provided  information  to  verify  that  the  individual 
water  systems  from  wells  mil  provide  the  required  sustained  yield  of 
at  least  five  gallons  per  minute.  If  cisterns  are  used,  the  developer 
must  state  where  and  how  water  mil  be  obtained  for  the  cisterns. 

The  developer  has  stated  that  tliis  land  or  any  portion  thereof  has 
never  been  flooded  and  is  not  located  in  the  50 -year  flood  plain. 

On  October  31,  1973  an  order  for  issuance  of  writ  of  preliminary 
injunction  was  signed  by  District  Judge  Charles  Luedke  as  follows: 

"'The  plaintiff  in  the  above- entitled  cause  having  commenced  an  action 
in  this  Court  against  tlie  above-named  defendants  and  having  prayed  for  a 
preliminary  injunction  against  defendants  requiring  them  to  refrain  from 
certain  acts  in  said  complaint,  and  hereinafter  more  particularly 
mentioned,  on  reading  the  complaint  in  said  action,  duly  verified  by 
oath  of  the  County  Sanitarian  of  Carbon  County,  Ifontana,  and  a hearing 
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, having  been  heard  thereon  in  open  Court  on  the  18th  day  of  October,  1973, 
the  plaintiff  appearing  by  Arthur  W.  Ayers,  Jr.,  County  Attorney  of  Carbon 
County,  Montana,  and  the  defendants  appearing  by  Allen  D.  Gunderson  of 
Harvvood,  Galles  8^  Gunderson,  Attorneys  at  La^^^,  Billings,  Montana,  and  it 
satisfactorily  appearing  to  the  Gourt  therefrom  that  this  is  a proper 
case  for  a preliminary  injunction  and  that  sufficient  grounds  exist 
therefor . 

'it  is  hereby  ordered  that  said  defendants,  their  agents  and  employees, 
and  all  other  persons  acting  in  said  of  or  assistance  of  each  and  every 
one  of  them  are  preliminary  enjoined  and  restrained  from  using  or 
occupying  in  any  manner  the  building  now  being  constructed  on  the  lands 
described  in  the  complaint  on  file  herein  and  from  installing  outside  said 
building  any  facilities  for  the  supply  of  water  or  using  any  facilities  for 
the  supply  of  water  or  installing  or  using  any  facilities  for  disposal 
of  sexvage  or  solid  x^aste  therein  until  such  time  as  plaintiff  has 
approved  the  plat,  plans  and  specifications  and  has  certified  that  said 
lands  are  subject  to  no  sanitary  restrictions  or  until  further  order  of 
this  Gourt.  Further  hearing  on  this  matter  shall  be  continued  until 
further  order  of  the  Gourt." 

Unless  new  information  requires  an  alternate  course  of  action,  this  de- 
partment will  continue  reviex^/  of  this  project  in  60  days  following 
issuance  of  this  statement. 

Guidelines  from  the  Environmental  Quality  Council  require: 

1.  Make  provisions  for  the  circulation  of  draft  statements  to  other 
appropriate  agencies,  selected  private  groups  and  individuals,  and 
for  their  availability  to  the  public. 

2.  Give  careful  consideration  to  the  comments  elicited  from  afore- 
mentioned sections;  and 

3.  Issue  a final  environmental  impact  statement  which  clearly 
evidence  a responsiveness  to  such  comments.  Ihe  purpose  of  this 
assessment  and  consultation  procedure  is  to  provide  agencies,  other 
decision-makers,  and  the  public  xd.th  an  understanding  of  the 
potential  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  actions. 

If  no  other  information  becomes  available  within  30  days,  the  Environmental 
Quality  Council  may  xvaive  a portion  of  the  remaining  period.  Although 
the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  this  department  to  assess 
all  impact  in  the  environmental  impact  statement,  only  matters  dealing 
with  departmental  authority  over  water  supply  and  sexvage  and  solid  xsraste 
disposal  are  grounds  for  disapproval  of  the  subdivision. 


This  impact  statement  was  xn-itten  by  Albert  J.  Gasvoda,  Architect,  xdth 
information  furnished  by  the  developer,  Carbon  County  Planning  Office 
and  the  city  of  Red  Lodge. 
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Board  of  Couaty  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Anaconda 
City-County  Planning  Board,  Courthouse,  Anaconda 

George  Trobough,  M.D. , Co.  Health  Officer,  115  W.  Commercial,  Anaconda 
John  D.  Peterson,  Sanitarian,  Courthouse,  Anaconda 
Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena 
Fish  and  Game  Department,  Helena 

Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning,  Helena 
Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212  Venture  Center,  Missoula 
Montana  State  Library,  Helena 

Discovery  Basin  Ski  Area,  Georgetoim  Lake,  Anaconda 

The  Anaconda  Leader,  121  Main,  Anaconda 

Silver  State  Post,  312  Missouri  Avenue,  Deer  Lodge 

Philipsburg  Mail  Printers,  Philipsburg 

Montana  Standard,  312  East  Park,  Butte 

Office  of  the  State  Forester,  West  of  Anaconda,  Anaconda 

Soil  Conservation  Service,  311  Montana  Avenue,  Deer  Lodge 

Jack  McLeod,  1917  Harrison  Avenue,  Butte 

Robert  Shelton  ^ Associates,  228  West  Main,  Missoula 

Sylvan  Lutey,  County  Planning  Board,  Courthouse,  Philipsburg 

U.  S.  Forest  Service,  Butte 

Anaconda  Company  Lands  Department,  Butte 


Gentlemen: 


The  enclosed  draft  environmental  impact  statement  has  been  prepared  for 
McLeod's  Mountain  View  Estates  in  Deer  Lodge  County,  Montana.  All 
comments  or  questions  should  be  submitted  within  30  days. 

Sincerely  yours. 


C 


D.  G.  Willems,  P.E.,  Chief 
Water  Quality  Bureau 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 
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Enclosure 

cc:  Environmental  Sciences  Division  Administrator 
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MONTANA  STATE  DEPAJl'IMENT  OF  HFALTH 
ANT) 

ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCES 


March  18,  1974 

A Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for 

McLEOD’S  MOUNTAIN  VIBV  ESTATES, 
a proposed  subdivision  in  Deer  Lodge  County,  Montana 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69-6504 (b) (3) ; 
the  act  controlling  both  public  and  private  water  supply  and  sewage  dis- 
posal for  subdivsions.  Section  69-5001  through  69-5005;  and  the  act  to 
control  water  pollution.  Section  69-4801  through  4827,  the  following 
draft  environmental  impact  statement  is  prepared  by  the  Department  of 
Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  Environmental  Sciences  Division, 
Water  Quality  Bureau,  concerning  the  proposed  McLeod’s  Mountain  View 
Estates  subdivision  near  Georgetown  Lake  in  Deer  Lodge  County,  Montana, 
for  which  a request  has  been  received  for  the  removal  of  the  sanitary 
restriction  whicJi  has  been  imposed  upon  the  property. 

Location 


This  project  is  located  about  three-fourths  mile  east  of  Georgetown  Lake. 
It  is  a tract  of  land  situated  in  Mountain  View  Lode  Survey  No.  6394 
and  Crapes  Lode  Survey  No.  3031,  Section  8,  Township  5 North,  Range  13 
West,  MR4,  containing  34  acres  more  or  less. 

Description  of  proposed  project 

The  subdivision  plat  was  filed  with  sanitary  restrictions  in  the  office 
of  the  Deer  Lodge  County  clerk  and  recorder  on  the  28th  day  of  June,  1973. 
The  ovmer.  Jack  McLeod  and  Associates,  a Montana  corporation,  would  divide 
the  34  acres  into  40  lots  ranging  in  size  from  20,405  to  38,768  square 
feet.  There  would  be  5.4  acres  in  road  and  snow  fence  and  3.3  acres  in 
dedicated  park. 

The  developers  propose  that  each  lot  o\meT  drill  a well  for  domestic 
water  supply  and  that  septic  tanks  and  subsurface  drainfields  be  used  for 
sewage  and  wastewater  disposal.  Solid  waste  may  be  hauled  to  the  land- 
fill near  Anaconda  for  proper  disposal.  A commercial  pick-up  service  is 
available  in  the  area. 

There  are  no  watercourses  on  the  property,  although  the  area  drains  into 
Georgetown  Lake.  No  surface  runoff  was  observed  in  the  years  1972  or 
1973  according  to  Robert  J.  Shelton,  professional  engineer  and  land  sur- 
veyor. 

Topography  , geology  and  soils 

The  land  is  mostly  gently  to  moderately  sloping,  but  grades  to  moderately 
steep  (20  percent  range)  on  the  southern  most  eight  lots.  On  these  lots. 


care  would  have  to  be  taken  in  the  installation  of  drainfields  on  the 
contour  to  prevent  compaction  of  the  soil. 


Three  soil  profile  pits  were  dug  on  the  property  to  show  the  nature  of 
the  soil  throughout  the  development.  Following  are  the  profile  des- 
criptions as  presented  by  Robert  J.  Shelton: 


Soil  Profile  A 

Depth  in  Feet 

0 - 1 

Clay  Loam 

1 - 2.5 

Clay 

2.5  - 4 

Clay  and  Gravel 

4 - 5.5 

Clay  and  Rocks 

5.5  - 6.5 

Fractured  Bedrock 

Soil  Profile  B 

Depth  in  Feet 

0 - 6 

Sand  and  Gravel 

Soil  Profile  C 

Depth  in  Feet 

0 - 1 

Clay  Loam 

1 - 1.5 

Clay  Loam  and  Gravel 

1.5  - 5 

Clay  and  Gravel 

5 - 15 

Clay,  Sand  and  Gravel 

Water  table  at  15  feet  in  October,  1972. 

Seventeen  percolation  tests  were  conducted  to  determine  the  ability  of 
the  soil  to  accept  septic  tank  effluent.  Percolation  rates  ranged  from 
7 to  32  minutes  per  inch,  which  is  adequate  for  sanitation  purposes. 

The  property  is  underlain  by  the  Devonion  aged  Jefferson  Formation, 
which  consists  of  alternating  light-colored  limestones  and  highly  fetid 
dolomites.  Potential  water  sources  would  be  the  result  of  fractured 
permeability  rather  than  intrinsic  permeability.  A thrust  fault  across 
the  valley  to  the  northwest  of  the  property  has  resulted  in  many  fractures 
of  the  bedrock;  therefore,  a potential  for  developing  a domiestic  water 
source  from  individual  wells  exists. 

Depths  to  groundv\^ater  were  determined  in  the  lo\\fer  areas  of  the  sub- 
division in  October,  1972  and  determined  to  be  greater  than  ten  feet. 

On  the  recommendation  of  the  Deer  Lodge  County  Commissioners,  the 
county  sanitarian  and  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences, 
the  water  table  ivill  be  checked  during  the  next  high  water  period.  This 
information  is  needed  to  avoid  degradation  of  the  groundwater  resource. 

Surface  resources 


The  existing  vegetative  cover  is  dominated  by  lodgepole  pine  with 
.associated  grasses  and  forbs.  The  potential  of  the  site  for  commercial 
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timber  production  is  low,  but  the  small  amount  of  lodgepole  timber 
present  is  being  harvested.  Tlie  area  has  been  used  as  a mining  pros- 
pect. The  disturbed  nature  of  the  land  precludes  this  property  being 
critical  as  game  range.  As  stated  earlier,  no  surface  water  exists  on 
the  property. 

Probable  impacts  of  the  development  on  the  environment 

Impacts  from  the  development  of  this  property  would  undoubtedly  fall 
within  the  range  associated  with  the  residential  use  of  a mountainous 
landscape.  Part  of  the  development  may  be  visible  from  Georgetown 
Lake.  However,  harvesting  of  the  timber  is  altering  the  landscape 
and  having  an  adx^erse  aesthetic  effect. 

Development  of  recreational  homes ites  would  accelerate  revegetation  of 
the  land.  Prospect  holes  and  an  old  garbage  dumip  would  likely  be  re- 
claimed. From  existing  conditions,  it  would  appear  development  could 
have  a positive  effect  on  aesthetics. 

The  potential  for  significant  air  pollution  seems  minute.  Some  dust 
from  roads  would  add  particulates  to  the  atmosphere.  Emissions  from 
heating  plants  would  be  minimal  as  this  would  primarily  be  a recreational 
development.  This  same  fact  precludes  any  significant  impact  on  the 
local  school  system.  However,  the  increased  property  valuation  would 
generate  additional  revenue  for  the  school  district. 

The  Forestry  Division  of  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Con- 
servation has  firefighting  equipment  at  Yankee  Flats,  about  seven  miles 
from  the  proposed  development.  TTiere  is  also  a fire  truck  at  Discovery 
Basin.  The  U.  S.  Forest  Service  patrols  the  area  with  a tanker  during 
the  fire  season. 

Alternatives  available  to  this  department 


1.  Remove  the  sanitary  restriction  on  the  proposed  subdivision  as  sub- 
mitted. Until  the  additional  groundwater  data  is  submitted,  the 
department  cannot  give  further  consideration  to  this  alternative. 

2.  Refuse  to  remove  the  sanitary  restriction  on  all  lots  within  the 
proposed  subdivision.  The  environmental  review  process  did  not 
indicate  the  department  can  justify  this  action. 

3.  Re-evaluate  the  submittal  after  additional  groundwater  data  is  sub- 
mitted and  comments  in  response  to  the  environmental  impact  state- 
ment received. 

It  should  be  noted  that  infoimation  submitted  with  the  preliminary  plans, 
except  for  the  needed  grounchvater  information  on  the  lower  lots,  appear 
to  meet  concept  criteria  required  by  Section  69-5001  through  69-5005, 
R.C.M.  1947. 
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Short- term/ long- term  comparisons 

Long-term  net  worth  would  best  be  represented  by  its  value  as  a site 
for  timber  production  and  the  intangible  value  inherent  in  leaving  the 
land  undeveloped.  Havever,  the  land  has  been  disturbed  by  mineral  pros- 
pecting and  the  timber  is  being  harvested.  In  the  short-term,  the  land 
is  most  economically  valuable  as  a recreational  home  subdivision.  There 
would  be  no  peimanent  harm  to  the  mining  potential  except  fragmentation 
of  title. 

Irreversible  commitment  of  resources 


Tnere  would  be  a commitment  of  non- recyclable  building  materials  used  in 
the  construction  of  second  homes.  The  proposed  subdivision  would  break 
the  land  into  a multiplicity  of  ovmerships,  which  \vould  probably  be 
irrevokable. 


This  statement  was  prepared  by  Alfred  P.  Keppner,  B.S.F.,  M. S.,  Soils 
Scientist,  from  information  submitted  by  the  developer;  Robert  J.  Shelton, 
professional  engineer;  Deer  Lodge  County  Health  Department;  and  the 
Deer  Lodge  County  Commissioners. 
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STATE  D0CUIV1ENTS 
Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 

l<S'rA.TE=  l-ic  l\/iniVI'T/\IVI/V  UCICKiA  k4/^k.lTAklA  C<^/M 


'STATEOFMOIMTAIMA  Helena, Montana  5960i  j974 

KALISPELL  REGIONAL  OFFICE-Box  1031 -Kal  ispell , MX  59901  JoJv,sA|^^m.d 

April  22,  1974 


COPIES  OF  MEADOW  MOUNTAIN  RANCH  SENT  TO  THE  FOLLOWING  : 


Mr.  Dean  Marquardt,  P.E.  809  1st  Ave . East  Kalispell,  MT  59901 
Montana  Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena  59601 
Montana  State  Highway  Dept.  Kalispell  Div.  Kalispell  59901 
Montana  Fish  &Game  Dept.  Attn:  Jim  Posewitz,  Helena  59601 

Montana  State  Dept,  of  Health  & Env.  Science  Attn:  Art  Clarkson,  Helena  59601 
Montana  State  Dept.  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Div.  of  Planning  & Economic  Dev. 

Capitol  Station,  Helena  59601 
Montana  State  Library  930  E.  Lyndale  Helena  59601 

Mr.  Ben  Wake,  Administrator,  Environmental  Science  Div.  Helena  59601 

USDA  Forest  Service  Kootenai  Nat'l  Forest  Box  AB  Libby  59923 

Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Lincoln  County  Libby,  MT  59923 

Mr.  Terry  Schultz,  Lincoln  Co.  Sanitarian,  Courthouse  Libby  59923 

Mr.  Wa^Tie  Herman,  President,  Flathead  Wildlife,  Inc.  BOx  4 Kalispell  59901 

Student  Environmental  Research  Center  Room  212  Venture  Center  Missoula  59801 

Dr.  JohnTibbs,  Director  U of  M Biological  Station  Yellow  Bay,  Bigfork,  59911 

Trout  Unlimited,  Mr.  Gary  Hanson  Plaza  West  1 Kalispell,  MT  59901 

Regional  Planning  Assoc,  of  Western  Montana  133  W.  Main  Missoula  59801 

Mr.  D.  Garvin  Lincoln  Co.  Planner  Box  802  Eureka,  59917 

Flathead  Tomorrow  Ms.  Kathy  Thompson  Box  173  Bigfork  59911 

Libby  Rod  & Gun  Club  Box  719  Libby  59923 

Mr.  Dennis  G.  Jones,  Missoulian  Correspondent  Box  287  Poison  59860 


Gentlemen : 

The  enclosed  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  has  been  prepared  for 
Meadow  Mountain  Ranch  , a subdivision  in  the  Thompson  Lakes  region  of  Lincoln 
County,  Montana. 

Under  Montana  law,  a person  or  agency  has  thirty  days  to  submit  comments  and/ 
or  supply  new  supplementary  information.  An  additional  fifteen  days  may  be 
granted  upon  specific  request  to  an  individual  or  agency.  Comments  received  in 
response  to  this  draft  statement  will  be  summarized  and  included  in  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 


Sincerely, 


Environmental  Sciences  Division 
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A DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


FOR 

MEADOW  MOUNTAIN  RANCH 

A proposed  subdivision  in  Lincoln  '"ounty,  Montana 


Pursuant  to  the  Montaia  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69-6504  (6)  (3), 
the  act  controlling  both  public  and  private  water  supply  and  sewage  disposal 
for  subdivision,  Section  69-5001  to  69-5005;  and  the  act  to  control  water 
pollution.  Section  69-4801  to  4827,  the  following  draft  environmental  impact 
statement  is  prepared  by  the  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental 
Sciences,  Environmental  Sciences  Division,  concerning  the  possible  admin- 
istrative approval  of  the  Meadow  Mountain  Ranch  Subdivision,  located  between 
Kalispell  and  Libby  in  Lincoln  County,  Montana. 


LOCATION  AND  SIZE 

The  rural -recreational  subdivision  which  is  under  review  in  this  statement 
consists  of  30  contiguous  lots  in  a single  22  acre  block  along  the  north  shore 
of  Middle  Thompson  Lake  in  the  Thompson  River  (lower  Clark  Fork)  drainage  basin. 
Parcel  sizes  vary  from  20,000  square  feet  to  an  acre.  Average  size  is  in  the 
25,000  to  30,000  ft^  range. 

Geographically  the  location  is  very  nearly  equidistant  between  Kalispell 
(44  miles  to  the  east)  and  Libby  (45  miles  to  the  west)  along  U.S.  Highway  2. 
Middle  Thompson  Lake  bounds  the  project  on  the  south,  U.S.  Highway  2 is  on  the 
north,  Logan  State  Park,  administered  by  the  Fish  & Game  is  on  the  west  and  a 
small  350  foot  wide  private  frontage  is  on  the  east. 

Slimmer  Creek,  a small,  ocassionally  intermittant  stream,  bisects  the 
property.  It  should  be  understood  that  the  extremely  low,  often  swampy  or 
flooded  peninsula  of  land  to  the  south  and  east  of  the  mouth  of  Slimmer  Creek 
is  not  a part  of  this  subdivision  submittal.  Please  see  map  enclosure. 

TOPOGRAraV  AND  SOILS 

With  the  exception  of  the  northeast  corner,  the  entire  project  area  is  no 
more  than  10  feet  above  the  high  water  level  in  Middle  Thompson  Lake.  In  fact, 
457.  of  the  subdivision  is  only  6 feet  above  the  high  water  elevation  of  Middle 
Thompson  Lake.  In  summary,  the  major  portion  of  thirteen  lots  are  probably 
so  close  to  the  ground  water  table  that  in  these  specific  locations  septic 
systems  and  drainfields  are  impossible  to  approve. 

Surface  soils  in  this  low  area  are  also  extremely  tight,  consisting  mostly 
clay  and  silt  with  irregular  bands  of  sand  at  3 to  4 foot  depths.  The  ground 
slopes  away  from  the  water  along  this  low  shoreline  varying  from  3%  on  the 
east  and  west  to  1 7o  or  less  in  the  Sliinmer  Creek  delta  area. 

Beyond  the  obviously  difficult  six-foot  above  water  marker  elevation, 
the  land  tends  to  rise  and  flatten,  and  in  the  northeast  corner  rise  rather 
sharply  again  on  a 4 to  6%  grade.  Soils  in  the  higher  area  are  not  banded, 
however  clay  is  again  the  predominant  constituent  with  clayey  loams  on  clayey 
sands  found  in  all  test  holes. 
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A Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Meadow  Mountain  Ranch 


April  22,1974 
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Heavy  mats  of  organic  rich  loams  are  characteristic  of  the  surface  soil 
development  through  most  of  the  subdivision. 

Four  ten  foot  test  holes  were  dug  and  logged.  Only  one,  200  feet  from 
the  lake,  made  any  water;  the  other  three  were  totally  dry  even  at  horizons 
below  the  elevation  of  the  water  level  then  existing  in  the  lake.  It  is  the 
contention  of  the  developer  that  except  for  the  aforementioned  shoreline  band, 
the  ground  water  elevation  is  strongly  depressed,  owing  to  the  heavy  clay  in 
the  deep  subsurface. 


ACCESS 


With  Highway  2 bounding  the  property  on  the  north,  all  weather  access  to 
the  subdivision  is  assured.  Access  within  the  project  area  is  projected  to 
consist  of  a single  central  turn-off  from  the  main  highway  onto  two  60  foot 
wide  interior  easements  which  will  wing-out  and  run  laterally  on  a rough  east 
to  west  trend  through  the  center  of  the  plat. 

These  roads  are  to  be  private  roads,  owned  and  operated  by  a Homeowners 
Association.  Since  county  standards  will  not  have  to  be  met,  it  has  been 
simply  specified  that  the  roads  will  be  gravelled,  drained  to  roadside  gutters 
and  without  cut  or  fill  sections.  A single  crossing  of  Slimmer  Creek  is 
proposed  and  a 36"  culvert  has  been  specified  for  this  stream  crossing. 

Properly  constructed,  the  roads  might  have  little  effect  on  water  quality. 
Improperly  constructed  and  maintained,  effects  could  be  considerable,  at  least 
locally.  An  since  there  are  no  real  controls  or  standards  to  be  met,  the 
matter  of  impact  must  remain  an  open  question  pending  actual  construction. 


PRIOR  USE 


Stumpage  scattered  throughout  the  area  attests  to  the  fact  that  the  higher 
portions  of  the  ground  once  harbored  a fine  stand  of  unusually  large  Ponderosa 
Pine.  A few  of  these  mature  trees  remain,  but  the  land  is  essentially  clear 
and  free  of  any  vegetation  other  than  wild  grasses  and  low  shrubs.  The  ground 
has  also  been  utilized  in  the  recent  past  as  a recreational  ranch  or  private 
campground  and  a few  log  cabins  marking  the  earlier  uses  are  still  in  evidence. 
To  date,  human  use  has  been  low  density,  summertime -only  recreationally 
oriented . 

As  to  agricultural  value,  the  area  is  either  too  small;  or  along  the 
shoreline,  too  wet,  to  have  any  capability  other  than  moderate  grazing  or 
limited  free  farming. 


WATER  QUALITY  CONCEPTS 

Water  Supply  - Water  is  to  be  supplied  by  a community  water  system  which 
will,  in  time,  belong  to  a Homeowners  Association.  The  source  is  to  be  a 

drilled  well  with  a storage  tank  buried  in  the  high  ground north  of  the 

project,  across  the  highway providing  pressure  and  volume. 


~ " y 


' iiii  ‘iini^.  '’i<i  ««( 

:j ‘^.ihsj^rjf  .ffiij,  .iv  urn  3 


4*i^fj  S(<'«sj  a*.  - T 

j ■ T-'- .-rJo  'i4*t  .t  ifw  ' (^  kftii  ‘*((^11 

• ?'■»*' f M-JfU  ^lif  <.0,  > .wfM  .*  i-tij 

'•{  ..-.  .->fi,i(i  t-tcjottv  I? ■ ■>.<••  ’rc' 

iK  ,•  '--i  5 j«v.  f f i»  :•>.  .avi  ‘.j  tna!jft||^jj|ff^i 

' • ■ ••■i » 

-€j 

■♦••’  *1  ?!7!'l!MSiMl^^jH 

<‘'-»r'jL'  ' In  ' '*  •Igort  ._ 
iJftk  rt-  nil  m T*C7|*>. 

t*. -■'  ' i' - V oA 

•-.  tivi-f.j  p ' -T  n silT  9|H 

.'.'■■■•  *4 •'  . ■-  • »0  i-  . nn: 

TIO  J4»'J  -^MOrlirl^lbllfl 

...  "‘.r  t--'-.i.* 

■ .•-  n..:  . 

'■■  fv  '-•  ’ lo:  ' • 

I I ) n ^1 


/ ' : / . J ■ ■1r’..;ii‘^it,-K 

•'■'■■••  '’-VI'  »vija  ^n,';}' ?..fe'^^uT^ 


.,  js  ' A ba  *f  •■' 

• ' ' • '■■  t-  Pi,!  I'A  'J  /(rr>i-r  il 

' m ^ 

'■>  iff  'r’SiiJjtti  -fftr.  :'1 ->«pBrl 

■/  '“f  vJ  jJnw  Itti<j3l  v-'i)5ji3 


^ i).,imM.' j >■■.  . i 1.  .‘^y,-  u..!  Qif 

,'1  ''■.^'  • ■■,  ••  ^ •'  , j'f  ''^l|| 

-:<•(..<■-'» H,  4t,.  f-j  ■)  ' ...  ?.;*■  IL..  ,11  ,s-:lio,?j>  />  tleif 

. Cft’  ?'«♦  • ,>‘:i,M{S'ift  > .i  rf 

*,♦  « .••#y 

. = ' 

UbS^*!! 


- vli  kOI, 


A Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Meadow  Mountain  Ranch 


April  22,  1974 
Page  Three 


The  proposed  concept  is  feasible  and  the  preliminary  engineering  details 
are  entirely  reasonable.  Water,  in  the  required  amount  and  quality,  can  be 
expected  from  subsurface  sources.  The  Fish  and  Game  well  at  Logan  State  Park 
proved  up  at  50  gpm  from  125  feet.  However,  the  well  is  not  yet  drilled,  nor 
are  the  water  system  plans  complete.  Final  approval  of  the  plat  cannot  be 
made  until  the  source  is  proven  and  the  plans  and  specifications  for  the 
system  completed  to  the  State  Department  of  Health  standards. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  lot  sizes  in  the  20,000  ft^  range,  as  these 
are,  become  acceptable  if_ a community  water  supply  system  is  available.  The 
usual  recreational  size  of  1 acre  is  required  only  when  both  individual  water 
and  sewer  systems  are  planned  for  each  lot. 

Sanitary  Sewage  - Of  the  30  lots  proposed,  ten  cannot  possibly  meet  the 
State  ground  water  standards;  five  are  questionable  and  in  need  of  further 
consideration  and  fifteen  are  located  in  areas  shown  to  be  reasonably  satis- 
factory . 

To  meet  the  problems  the  developer  has  submitted  plans  proposing  that: 

(1)  For  the  15  higher  back-lot  parcels,  standard  septic  tank  drainfield 
systems  be  approved  with  absorption  fields  based  on  a 1 gallon  per 
square  foot  design  value.  Purely  in  terms  of  physical  capabilities, 
this  proposal  is  reasonably  well  documented. 

(2)  For  the  10  lower  lakeside  lots,  sanitary  sewage  would  be  disposed  of 
by  means  of  incinerator  toilet  or  destroylet.  Wet  sanitary  sewage 
systems  could  not  be  tolerated  in  any  form  nor  would  unsealed  pit 
privies.  So  called  "white  water"  is  to  be  discharged  to  holding 

tanks 900  gallons  minimum  size---and  disposed  of  by  means  of 

spray  irrigation  on  the  back  of  the  lots  so  specified.  It  should 
also  be  understood  that  the  State  would  retain  the  right  to 
request  that  this  sprayed  non-sanitary  waste  water  be  chlorinated 
should  problems  develop  as  the  result  of  this  procedure.  It  should 
also  be  understood  that  laundry  wastes  (i.e.  a washing  machine 
facility)  could  not  be  discharged  to  any  of  these  systems  because 

of  the  high  volumes  implied. 

Such  restriction  on  the  disposal  of  sanitary  sewage  from  these  parcels 
virtually  eliminates  the  possibility  of  full-time  year  round  use. 

It  would  not  interfer  with  summertime  recreational  use  however,  and 
since  variations  of  this  scheme  are  in  use  elsewhere,  including  the 
Logan  State  Park  next  door,  the  method  is  hereby  being  given  serious 
consideration  as  a planning  concept. 

(3)  For  the  5 parcels  for  which  evidence  is  incomplete,  the  matter  of 
whether  an  incinerator  system,  or  septic  tank  system  would  be 
required  is  undeterminable  from  the  evidence  presented.  Further  soil 
borings  this  spring  probably  would  be  required  or  the  matter  could 

be  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  Lincoln  County  Sanitarian. 
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While  the  development  of  such  facilities  is  technologically  possible 
the  matter  of  enforcement  is  extraordinarily  difficult.  The  conditions  for 
wastewater  disposal  from  those  lots  so  affected  should  be  clearly  defined 
in  the  restrictive  covenants  so  that  no  mis -understanding  develops  at  the 
time  the  individual  lot  holder  goes  to  the  Lincoln  County  Health  Department 
for  a system  permit. 

Solid  Waste  - The  area  of  this  subdivision  falls  within  a small  sanitary 
landfill  district  known  locally  as  the  Happy's  Inn  District.  This  disposal 
site  is  six  miles  west,  off  Highway  2,  and  while  maintenance  and  operation 
of  this  landfill  has  been  something  less  than  satisfactory,  the  facility  does 
exist,  and  the  homeowners  will  be  contributing  financially  to  its  upkeep, 
and  it  does  provide  a relatively  convenient  location  for  the  elimination  of 
solid  waste  from  the  development. 

The  solid  waste  impact  from  recreational  land  use  in  this  district  is 
increasing  rapidly;  knowning  the  size  of  the  locale,  the  way  in  which  it  is 
operated,  and  the  control  being  exerted,  it  would  have  to  be  suggested  that 
the  sudden  development  of  this  project  will  have  an  adverse  impact  on  the 
capability  for  this  landfill  to  absorb  any  additional  great  amount  of  solid 
waste  . 


SECONDARY  SERVICES 

Electric  power  and  telephone  service  lines  are  available  in  the  area, 
however  no  plans  have  been  advanced  as  to  how  these  services  are  to  be  handled 
within  the  project  area.  Surface  poles  and  wire  could  be  aesethically 
obiectionalbe.  The  possible  entrenchment  of  such  facilities  probably  would 
have  short  term  water  quality  effects  in  the  local  Middle  Thompson  shoreline 
area  and  in  Slimmer  Creek. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

The  potential  impact  from  a shoreline  project  such  as  this,  are  particularly 
possible  with  reference  to  the: 

(1)  Water  quality  in  both  surface  and  ground  water  occurrences. 

(2)  Fish  & Wildlife  uses  of  the  area. 

(3)  Aesthetics,  since  this  is  one  of  the  most  attractive  lakeshore  parkland 
areas,  visible  from  the  highway,  along  the  entire  Kalispell  to  Libby 
highway  route. 

(4)  Vegetation  and  soil.  Because  of  its  design  and  location  this  proposal 
would  have  to  be  considered  a comparatively  high  density  development. 

The  soils  and  vegetation  now  noted  are  not  particularly  adaptable  to 
such  usage,  and  they  cannot  survive  disturbance  without  severe  limitation 
both  to  the  lot  users  and  the  native  environment. 

(5)  County,  and  in  some  cases  State  authorities,  in  the  enforcement  of 
environmental  safeguaris  agreed  to  by  a developer  who  has  no  further 
vested  interest  in  a project  once  it  is  completely  conveyed. 
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(6)  Secondary  impacts  suggested  whenever  the  question  of  fire  protection, 
road  maintenance,  civil  law  enforcement,  spring  run-off,  solid  waste 
disposal,  shoreline  construction,  or  possibly  schools  is  considered. 


ADVERSE  IMPACTS 


The  environmental  condition  with  regard  to  soil  and  percolation  rates; 
the  ground  water  levels,  ground  level  elevations,  and  land-water  contact 
locations  as  submitted  and  attested  to  by  the  engineer-developers  have  already 
been  specified  in  support  of  the  water,  sewage  and  solid  waste  systems. 

From  this  emphasis  it  is  obvious  that  the  truly  adverse  impacts,  possible 
from  the  approval  of  this  project,  could  be  expected  upon: 

(1)  Water  quality  in  the  adjacent  lakeshore  surface  water,  ground  water 
system,  and  in  Slimmer  Creek. 

(2)  Wildlife  now  utilizing  the  area. 

In  evaluating  these  factors  the  developer  has  stated  that: 

(1)  The  Lower  Thompson  Lake  is  not  suffering  from  excessive  eutrophication, 
that  the  ground  water,  shoreline  information  is  accurate  and  that  the 
addition  of  nutrients  from  drainfields  would  be  limited  naturally  to 
short  tem,  four  months  per  year  contributions. 

(2)  The  proxemity  of  Logan  Park  and  Highway  2 already  severely  limits 
fish  and  wildlife  habitation  in  the  area. 

However,  during  the  first  hearing  held  on  this  proposed  subdivision,  the 
Fish  and  Game  Department  made  the  following  observations  with  regard  to  adverse 
effects : 

(1)  Although  Middle  Thompson  Lake  was  once  classified  as  al igotriphic , it 

does  not  so  qualify  now.  During  the  winter  of  1972,  a reading  of  0.0  ppm 
dissolved  oxygen  was  noted  at  160  feet,  a specific  conductance  of  nearly 
300  mhos  at  the  surface  and  a total  alkalinity  ranging  from  160  to 
183  ppm.  Late  in  July  1970,  dissolved  oxygen  was  only  0.3  ppm  at 
100  feet.  According  to  Fish  and  Game  Department  standards,  the  lake 
is  well  on  its  way  to  eutrophication.  The  point  was  made  that 
although  ground  water,  shoreline  information  may  (or  may  not)  have 
been  accurate  for  the  time  at  which  it  was  taken,  it  should  not  be 
accepted  as  specific  unless  a full  years  measurements  and  recordings 
are  made.  They  feel  that  with  the  various  seasonal  fluctuations  in 
in  water  levels  there  is  no  way  the  individual  lot  holders  can  be 
responsible  for  sewage  without  serious  degradation  of  the  aquatic 
environment.  They  also  pointed  out  that  the  assumed  short-time 
recreation  orientation  is  not  well  founded.  With  retired  people 
buying  recreational  homesites,  increasing  numbers  of  parcels  are 
being  occupied  twelve  months  out  of  the  year.  They  have  suggested 
a covenant  limiting  occupying  to  no  more  than  3 months  a year  to 
insure  temporary  summer  use. 
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(2)  The  development  site  is  located  in  whitetail  deer  winter  range.  The 
increased  huiain  activity  and  movement  in  such  a development  will 
exclude  deer  from  wintering  in  a much  larger  area  than  the  development 
itself.  Winter  range  is  essential  for  survii/al  of  deer  in  the  area. 
The  extent  of  bottom  lands  where  there  is  less  snow  and  which  has 
an  edge  effect  created  by  mixtures  of  dense  cover,  and  open  areas, 
limits  summer  and  fall  seasons.  In  the  winter  time,  a critical 
survival  period,  they  are  all  crowded  into  small  suitable  areas  which 
constitute  only  a small  fraction  of  the  total  suiraner  range. 

Waterfowl  breed  and  nest  in  the  grassy  areas  which  will  be  subdivided 
and  the  area  that  is  partially  flooded  during  high  water.  The 
development,  human  activity,  and  pets  will  eliminate  this  land  use. 

The  largemouth  bass  nest  immediately  off  shore  of  the  development 
site  and  the  partially  flooded  area.  House  lots  of  this  density 
will  result  in  numerous  docks,  water  skiing  starts  and  stops, 
which  will  eliminate  this  wildlife  use.  Slimmer  Creek  is  inhabited 
year  found  by  brook  trout  and  cutthroat  trout.  Its  fish  population 
is  all  by  natural  reproduction  and  also  is  one  of  the  few  small 
streams  which  can  provide  spawning  potential  for  trout  in  Middle 
Thompson  Lake.  If  the  development  covenants  do  not  prohibit  stream 
alteration,  removal  of  the  Alder  trees,  which  are  both  fish  and 
wildlife  cover,  this  section  of  the  stream  will  be  lost  in  terms  of 
both  usefullness  and  aesthetics. 


ALTERNATIVES 

(1)  Disapproval  of  the  entire  subdivision  on  the  somewhat  tenuous  grounds 
that  regardless  of  plans,  covenants  or  enforcement,  the  water  quality 
in  Middle  Thompson  Lake  cannot  be  degraded  any  further  by  shoreline 
subdivision  without  violating  the  classification  legally  established 
for  this  body  of  water. 

(2)  Approval  of  the  subdivision  as  presented,  providing  the  limitations 
required  for  certain  specified  lots  are  defined  in  the  proprietory 
restrictions  and  the  enforcement  of  these  limitations  accepted  by 
the  County  authorities  as  a reasonable  and  proper  duty. 

(,3)  Approval  of  the  15  lots  which  clearly  appear  to  meet  Department  of 
Health  criteria,  and  disapproval  of  the  questionable  remainder  until 
such  time  as  a community  system  is  available  to  remove  all  sewage 
to  a more  remote  interior  location  which  is  beyond  dispute  in  the 
matter  of  ultimate  effluent  disposal. 

(4)  Approval  of  the  subdivision  as  presented  owing  to  the  fact  that  the 
matter  of  sanitary  sewage  has  been  satisfactorily  dispensed  with 
for  all  lots  by  either  septic  tank  or  incinerator  disposal  with  the 
remaining  white  water  of  such  small  volume  and  character  as  to  be 
safely  and  legally  distributed  to  the  land  in  areas  at  least  100 
feet  from  any  surface  stream  or  lake. 


il 

'I 


1' 


■ '<^1^ 


:r’% 


fif -vffr’ 


‘I- 1-  Mi-t  - f 

•'  .'y  sf-i  £>  iV.Ht&;-  ■ ? ft ^ 

/VM.  iiBfh-  cbitjir  ,Y  r Tj|.'  -WOld  ;J>  :'Mlb  f lxil'istari! 

' f ..■  i,  ''  S.,  i,-.  ..'■VH'.'^  ■*rc)5  I?,.'  - 

5!«al  ri  ►■i-xtM  i:>..vi  «v»03J»'  • 

■ ■'  r'^1-^  "'  ■-  »3Ufc-:'‘  ‘O  :-a.  .'^i"  t/tdl  b^.-'ASt't--  I?*  , 

■*"''^-  - *'  ' - 'fr  j il  * ■-.■*,04?«  I '\^*‘ut^is  yHoilt'  "^, 

'-■•■  ■ ^ ft.'if/’  '1  ",i  ^ !’  ■ J ■••-<»  V#4'^  .h^l'^  I lAvl’-f^US  jli 


r‘-  "'ti'A 


ff  itirl'j  nJs  Koii  iw»73:Tfd}o*Wi'^. 

i . '■■■•i.'x',  C.'"”.  < ,- v? '^g,'  nf«iurf  , itnrl  .fqoiJwr»b 


•ol. 


' b'.7i}tijL  j’tjivit  JiaW  tj  aif.Ti 

■ '-'ix-  v;  « J.  si  ■ . Vni  Otfl’ 

. (■,  ■■ '’.''.o’j  s.jOn'-^Ofi  r..i_  jhj.'  i : Ij  iv" 

i:  ■’^'^- ' '■■>J ; w • (■'-■  i «.r  »fui  ■ '«  i r ■ ^ ii-)}ifw^ 

. .y}  " ?•  .ij' t.’  . 

ij^kx  iju  v,J'  ^4-  A.  I 


<£4i*3  icb]  '. 


•i^-i  V 


IJi  ' ,1 

- V/  ’ 

! ',  ii 


(.jjw  oImV- s'aj.'  --sJU'. 

’:  ! iv^aumofft' 

i 'V  - UTITJ  , JIO  i J 7 j .'  ii 
:-  «»tan]  olfiju  dJ.<ii<j[ 


i h«  j. 


n : ivl^t 
ft  i hisni/ 


> ...y  <ri3.. ''■!'■  I >■■  -'iiiajij'  (ly 

s.  -.  ! fitesib-ti.' t ii  jttii 

\ iki  \ it’r.- 

,;.-7yi- ' i *■/"'  J »i  x|  •' ' •■■  * bifif  *' 

4--.','  ’ifbOc/  -' : ♦'  tdl  ' 

*-'.  ft  -il.t  J iiVd-Tf^qA'. 

f yri,»^  Clf I ■%•  ; ' b9J’fiJ]py?"i;i” 

> . ■ ' ■•,  •r ' f/, ' .‘i  "^fo  . ^i>  7 ji  8 0 j ' 

•s  ■ U .»  / ' ■wi.-jut  ,t-'3 


^ r J > i 


iitr: 


"*  ,'  ' ■ft-  t'  /?ll  :’  'Jf  l!  ' ■ ;■  ■'■  aii't). 

■ fv  . aI  f ..x?  '"I  •'*  ,:  ; .t  mjf^nrta'*)'.'  ' r ^-jr  -Osw.' 3„ 

■>;■  iv  I }\iff  :.aj.fssft ‘3  ^ 


I M'  • J ■?!f. 


i i-  V,,  • tq  ■?'^■  q ’-^0 it  ; '4 

’ '-i  <; ij'  xH .S/ii-a'Iif.-l  a>v:i  ..  tmt:  -r  ■»mki  - y rf' . i :l'l « v 

■I'V'  • .'i  . *.&ty  7»;i;  ifh'  ®?} 

.^4„  :,,,  ; ’So: 


i£it' 


A Draft  Environmental  impact  Statement 
Meadow  M/inor  Rancli 


April  22,  1074 
Page  Seven 


LONG  TERM-SHORT  TERM  RELATIONSHIPS  AND  COMMITMENTS 


The  long  term  worth  of  this  property  is  best  represented  by  its  existing 
occurrance  as  a protective  shoreline  (water  quality)  greenbelt  and  fish-wildlife 
habitat.  It  also  has  slight  economic  value  as  a low  density  recreational 
campsite.  However,  it  is  in  the  short  term,  most  valuable  to  the  landowner 
as  a recreat ional -residential  subdivision. 

Tlie  commitment,  if  there  is  one,  would  be  to  the  break-up  of  this  landsite 
into  ownerships  which  are  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  control  generally, 
in  terms  of  environmental  degradation,  and  specifically  in  terms  of  water  quality. 


PROPOSED  COVENANTS  FOR  MEADOW  MOUNTAIN  RANCH 


The  proposed  covenants  for  Meadow  Mountain  Ranch  shall  include  the  following 
provisions : 

(1)  No  further  subdivision  of  lots. 

(2)  Sewage  disposal  and  water  supply  in  accordance  with  approved  plans  of 
State  Health  Department. 

(3)  Occupancy  no  to  exceed  four  months  per  year.  (120  days  total) 

(4)  No  dogs  or  cats  allowed  except  on  leash. 

(5)  Exterior  fences  must  be  maintained  to  prevent  entrance  of  cattle 
into  the  subdivision. 

It  has  been  stated  that  the  covenants  are  to  be  printed,  exactly  as  shown  above, 
on  the  plat  to  be  filed  with  the  Lincoln  County  Clerk  and  Recorders  Office. 


Ill  is  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  has  been  prepared  by  Wilbur 
0.  Aikin,  a Registered  Professional  Engineer  and  Economic  Geologist.  Data 
specifically  required  by  regulation  was  provided  by  Mr.  Dean  Marquardt,  P.E., 
owner-engineer,  and  from  Eric  Teitemen,  engineer  in  the  employ  of  the 
Marquardt  firm.  David  Mendenhall,  Registered  Sanitarian  for  Lincoln  County 
was  consulted  on  the  matter  and  additional  information  was  extracted  from  a 
November,  1973  hearing  held  in  Lincoln  County,  Montana. 
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STATE  DOCUMENTS 


epartmentof  Health  and  Emronmental  Sciences 

'STATE  OFMOIMTAIMA  HELENA, MONTANA  59601 


KJ^LISPELL  REGIONAL  OFFICE,  BOX  1031,  KALISPELL,  MT  59901 


February  22,  1974 


Subject:  Mountain  View  Mobile  Manor  Trailer  Court 


Gentlemen : 

Enclosed  is  a final  environmental  impact  statement  for  the  Mountain  View  Mobile 
Manor  Trailer  Court,  a proposed  mobile  home  development  east  of  Kalispell,  Montana. 
This  statement  includes  written  comments  received  following  the  distribution  of 
the  draft  statement  in  early  November,  1973. 


David  A.  Nunnallee,  P.E. 

Public  Health  Engineer 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 
Kalispell  Regional  Office 
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Final 


ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


for 

MOUNTAIN  VIEW  MOBILE  MANOR 
East  of  Kalispell,  Montana 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69-6504  (b)(3);  the 
ict  controlling  the  licensing  of  Trailer  Courts,  Section  69-5602;  and  the  act  to 
:ontrol  water  pollution.  Section  69-4801  to  4827,  the  following  statement  is  pre- 
pared by  the  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  concerning 
fountain  View  Mobile  Manor  Trailer  Court,  East  of  Kalispell  in  Flathead  County, 
fontana , for  which  a submittal  has  been  received  requesting  a license  to  operate 
is  an  approved  trailer  park  facility. 


)ESCRIPTION  OF  PROJECT  & PROPOSED  ACTION 


Che  Montana  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  has  received  a request 
:or  approval  and  licensing  of  a 24-unit  trailer  court  in  Evergreen,  East  of  Kalispell. 
Dhe  area,  shown  on  the  attached  map,  includes  about  3.8  acres,  and  is  230  to  300  feet 
Jast  of  LaSalle  Road,  and  immediately  West  of  the  Springdale  Subdivision. 

Che  applicant -owner  is  Mr.  Harry  Geis  of  Evergreen,  and  plans,  specifications  and  data 
/ere  supplied  by  his  engineer,  D.K.  Marquardt,  of  Kalispell. 

Chis  impact  statement  is  being  prepared  as  a result  of  public  concern  by  neighboring 
residents  and  verbal  request  of  the  Flathead  County  Conmissioners . 


:0P0GRAPHY  & SOILS 


'he  proposed  development  area  is  fairly  flat,  sloping  slightly  to  a marshy  area  which 
>asses  through  the  east-central  portion  of  the  land.  The  marsh  has  largely  been  filled. 

lie  soils,  according  to  the  S.C.S.  Flathead  Valley  Soils  Survey,  are  a mixture  of 
liwanis  and  Birch  sandy  loams,  with  "moderate”  septic  tank  use  restrictions  due  to 
ligh  groundwater.  The  groundwater  is  discussed  more  fully  later. 
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final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
lountain  View  Mobile  Manor 


February  22,  1974 
Page  Two 


lURROUNDING  DEVELOPMENT 


■he  proposed  trailer  court  is  largely  surrounded  with  existing  development.  LaSalle 
load,  to  the  West,  is  rapidly  developing  into  a commercial  highway  strip.  To  the 
last,  Springdale  Subdivision,  subdivided  in  the  1950' s,  consists  of  some  130  lots  on 
acres,  and  much  of  it  is  developed. 

[any  of  the  residents  of  Springdale  have  ecpressed  concern  about  the  proposed  trailer 
ourt  because  of  ingress  - egress  problems,  dust  from  unsurfaced  roads,  and  aesthetics, 
he  comments  are  discussed  under  "Public  Response"  later  in  this  statement. 


ATER  SUPPLY 


ater  for  the  development  would  be  supplied  by  the  Evergreen  Water  Company,  which  is 
high  quality,  dependable  source  of  water,  and  entirely  acceptable  for  a trailer 
ourt . 


EWAGE  DISPOSAL 


he  proposed  method  of  sewage  disposal  is  by  means  of  partially  elevated  sewage  drain- 
ields,  located  on  the  higher  portions  of  the  land.  By  installing  the  drainfield  line 
ery  shallow  in  the  original  soil,  and  covering  it  to  a depth  of  two  feet,  additional 
rotection  against  pollution  of  the  fairly  shallow  groundwater  is  provided. 

field  inspection  on  July  3rd  last,  of  a test  hole  on  the  low  part  of  the  site,  revealed 
roundwater  at  a depth  of  7 feet.  The  groundwater  had  dropped  somewhat  since  the  mid- 
une  high  water.  As  such  groundwater  levels  are  marginal  from  a sewage  disposal  stand - 
oint,  the  developer  agreed  to  pump  the  sewage  to  the  higher  ground  to  gain  one  or  two 
eet  elevation,  and  to  construct  the  slightly  elevated  drainfields  to  gain  another 
wo  feet.  Such  provisions  would  easily  meet  this  Department's  groundwater  separation 
equirements  for  subsurface  sewage  disposal . 

ercolation  rates  on  the  site  are  entirely  adequate. 

ocations  of  the  four  proposed  sewage  drainfields  are  approximately  shown  on  the 
ttached  sketch. 


HE  REVISED  PROPOSAL 


ince  the  draft  impact  statement  was  distributed,  several  changes  have  been  made  in  the 
Ians  for  Mountain  View  Mobile  Manor.  Some  of  the  changes  are  as  follows: 

1. 


Number  of  trailer  spaces  was  reduced  from  25  to  24. 
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2.  Access  will  be  from  LaSalle  Road.  The  nearest  road  to  the  Springdale  Subdivision 
i would  end  in  a cul-de-sac  some  20  feet  from  the  existing  Springdale  alleyway. 

' 3.  Roads  will  be  treated  for  dust  control. 

, 4.  The  approximate  layout  of  the  proposed  court  is  shown  on  the  attached  drawing. 

5.  Roadways  will  be  27  feet,  two  way,  with  parking  on  one  side, 

)ther  items  which  were  not  clearly  stated  in  the  draft  statement  are: 

6.  The  nearest  sewage  drainfield  would  be  some  130  feet  from  the  swamp  waters  (east 
portion  of  project,  serving  4 trailers).  Six  trailers  would  be  served  by  a 
drainfield  280  feet  from  the  swamp,  nine  others  would  be  on  a system  some  250 
feet  from  the  swamp,  and  the  remaining  five  would  be  on  a system  about  260  feet 
from  the  swamp.  State  regulations  require  such  spacing  to  be  100  feet  minimum. 

7.  No  trailer  sites  are  planned  on  swamp  fill  areas.  All  drainfield  tiles  would 
be  placed  in  undisturbed  soil . 

8.  State  regulations  require  all  trailer  c urts  to  control  dogs,  cats  or  other 
pets  from  running  at  large  or  committing  a nuisance.  Violations  of  this  regu- 
lation should  be  reported  to  the  State  Health  Department  which  would  require 
the  court  owner  to  make  the  necessary  controls.  Violation  of  this  or  any  por- 
tion of  the  trailer  court  regulations  is  punishable  by  fine  and  may  result  in 

' revocation  of  the  court's  license  to  operate, 

9.  No  provisions  are  shown  on  the  plat  for  play  areas  for  children.  State  regu- 
lations do  not  require  play  areas.  Approximately  407*  of  the  site  would  remain 
undeveloped  (the  marshy  area)  and  could  feasibly  be  used  by  the  children  for 
an  undeveloped  play  area. 

'UBLIC  RESPONSE 

lany  public  responses  were  received  in  opposition  to  the  development  of  Mountain  View 
lobile  Manor.  Most  responses  were  from  the  residents  of  Springdale,  and  existing  sub- 
ivision  immediately  East  of  the  development  site.  In  all,  twenty-three  private  re- 
ponses  were  received  directly  or  were  obtained  from  the  Flathead  County  Areawide 
Tanning  Organization,  and  one  State  response  was  received  from  the  Fish  & Game  Depart - 
lent.  All  twenty-three  private  responses  were  strongly  opposed  to  the  development,  and 
anged  from  simple  statements  of  opposition,  to  lengthy  and  detailed  discussions  against 
:he  project.  Rather  than  summarize  each  letter,  the  reasons  for  opposing  the  development 
re  summarized  as  follows  (most  letters  expressed  several  concerns) : 
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Number  of  Letters 
Expressing  this 

PPOSITION  Opposition 


[vercrowding  of  schools  16 
otential  ground  or  surface  water  pollution  12 
dverse  effect  on  existing  property  values  or  resale  potential  11 
oo  many  trailer  courts  are  in  Evergreen  already  11 
dverse  effect  on  tax  base  10 
nadequate  access  to  proposed  trailer  court  10 
o provisions  for  play  areas  for  children  8 
ncreased  traffic  in  the  area  6 
afety  hazard  for  children  (traffic)  6 
ensity  too  high  for  adequate  sewage  disposal  5 
nterference  with  natural  drainage  5 
ad  effect  on  the  area  - no  specifics  5 
eterioration  of  aesthetics  4 
nflux  of  transients;  possible  problems  3 
ets  would  be  running  loose  2 
f approved,  officials  would  be  delinquent  in  duties  2 
estruction  of  natural  game  preserve  1 
mpact  statement  not  specific  enough  about  proposal  1 
nadequate  restrictive  covenants  or  rules  1 
oning  regulations  should  be  enforced  1 
[f  on  floodplain,  should  not  be  approved  1 
Instable  ground  unsuitable  for  development  1 
ipposed  to  project  - no  specific  reason  stated  1 


;n  addition  to  the  above  comments,  the  Montana  Fish  & Game  Department  offered  the  following 
'This  area  is  in  the  center  of  the  'Evergreen  Community'.  There  will  be  little  if  any  di- 
rect effects  on  wildlife.  Sewage  disposal  should  be  designed  to  guarantee  that  nutrients 
/ill  not  reach  the  groundwater". 


)ver crowding  of  schools  - was  the  most  commonly  voiced  opposition  to  the  project.  Recent 
failures  to  pass  school  levies  have  apparently  placed  the  operation  of  Evergreen  schools 
fn  jeopardy.  Such  considerations  are  in  the  hands  only  of  the  Flathead  County  Areawide 
’lanning  Organization  and/or  the  Kalispell  City-County  Planning  Board. 

Iround  or  surface  water  pollution  - Twelve  letters  expressed  concern  over  pollution  of 
;round  water  or  surface  water  from  septic  tank-drainf ield  sewage  disposal.  In  this  re- 
gard, the  entire  Evergreen  area  east  of  LaSalle  Road  has  more  than  its  share  of  problems, 
ind  the  severity  of  these  problems  varies  significantly  from  year  to  year.  To  protect 
:he  ground  water  from  sewage  influence,  the  State  Department  of  Health  has  adopted  a regu- 
.ation  of  four  feet  minimum  spacing  between  sewage  drainfields  and  seasonal  high  ground- 
water. Many  feel  this  spacing  is  inadequate,  the  writer  included,  but  until  regulations 
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are  chaneed  the  Department  can  require  no  more  than  the  minimum  spacing.  Changing  this 
reL?auL  has  met  with  stiff  resistance  in  the  past,  particularly  from  developers  and 
landowners  In  the  Evergreen  area,  as  even  a two-foot  increase  would  delineate  much  of 
the  Evergreen  area  as  unsuitable  for  septic  tank  use . The  sewage  disposal  arrangements 
discussed  earlier  do  meet  existing  State  regulations. 

Pronertv  V ilues  - A probable  decrease  in  property  values  in  the  Springdale  area  drew 
^entl  f^oihleven^espondents.  This  Is  probably  a valid  concern,  but  Is  totally 
out  of  this  Department's  jurisdiction. 

Too  Many  Trailer  Court_s^n_Jvergreen  - was  a concern  voiced  by 
is  little  question  that  Evergreen  has  much  more  than  its 

courts  However,  this  is  not  a matter  of  manipulation,  zoning  or  official  action.  I 
is  simply  a result  of  most  of  the  trailer  court  proposals  being  in  the  Evergreen  area. 
Apparently  the  economics  or  market  are  such  that  Evergreen  is  the  most  favorable  area 
t^operate  a trailer  c^urt.  The  same  State  regulations  are  applied  to  Evergreen  trailer 
courts  as  to  any  trailer  court  proposal.  Zoning,  which  is  nonexistant  in  the  Evergreen 
area  is  the  only  realistic  way  to  control  development  of  mobile  home  parks.  Attempting 
to  control  the  approval  of  trailer  courts  through  health  authorities 

approach  to  a problem  which  should  be  handled  by  zoning  or  planning  authorities.  How 
evlv  such  an  approach  is  often  used  both  in  Montana  and  in  other  states 
not  involve  controversial  zoning.  Limited  Health  Department  authority  makes  this  a 
universally  ineffective  substitute  for  zoning. 

Adverse  Effec^^n^axBase  - was  considered  a problem  by  ten  latter  writers . Again,  this 
ii^T^a  valid  concern,  but  Is  not  under  this  Department  s jurisdiction. 

Access  traffic,  safety  - Inadequate  access  to  the  proposed  trailer  court  was  considered 
important  to  lo'wrlte;?.  while  6 opposed  increased  traffic,  and  6 

safety  of  children  because  of  the  traffic.  As  the  court  access  would  now  be  entirely 
from  LaSalle  Road,  these  concerns  should  be  essentially  satisfied. 

wo  nrovlslon  for  play  areas  - was  voiced  by  8 letters.  As  discussed 

play  area  Is  shown  on  theTlans,  but  some  40%  of  the  Harry  Gels  land  would  remain  un 

developed  and  accessible  to  the  children. 

nensltv  too  hinb  for  adequate  sewage  ^osal  - was  considered  a problem  i"  5 betters. 
TOe  proposed  lots  are  a little  larger  than  in  the  average  trailer  court , and  all  re 
qulred  Late  spaclngs  would  be  satisfied.  Incidentally,  24 

is  considerably  less  dense  than  ultimate  development  of  adjacent  Springdale  Addition 
iLcrconslsts  of  130  lots  on  9.0  acres  according  to  County  records.  Both  areas  employ 
the  same  type  of  sewage  disposal  . 

interference  with  natural _^lnase  - considered  a problem  by  5 writers,  "““lO ^e  some- 
^ITTueVlated  by  a culvert  which  will  be  placed  In  the  causeway.  The  owner  maintains 
that  the  marsh  area  flows  only  during  periods  of  flooding,  and  normally  rises  and  falls 
with  the  groundwater.  He  also  maintains  that  the  swamp  is  filled  on  other  lands  up- 
stream  of  the  development. 
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Apqthetics  aeain  a topic  not  under  this  Department’s  control,  were  thought  to  be  in 
jeopard7“by  4 writers.  Five  others  felt  the  project  would  have  a bad  effect  on  the  area 


Tnfinx  of  transients  and  associated  rise  in  local  crime  was  felt  to  be 
3 persons . 


problem  by 


P.r.  running  loose  is  considered  a problem  by  two  persons  As  f 

creating  a Llsance  in  trailer  courts  violates  State  regulations  and  would  be  corrected 

when  reported. 


nplinnuent  officials  - Two  writers  felt  State  or  County  officials  would  be  delinquent  in 
^herdut^f  lf  the~project  were  approved.  In  this  regard,  It  should  be  remembered 
tha^thrs^ate  Health  Department  has  few  of  the  broad  public  protection  powers  which 
»LTe  feel  it  has  In  fact,  the  Department  Is  very  limited  In  its  authority  by 
Uws  a'n^rLutatieL  ^nd  L portion  of  rte  State  trailer  court  regulation  dictates 
that  the  Department  must  approve  any  proposed  trailer  court  which  satisfies  the  r gu 
lations . 


limits  its  value  as  habitat.  The  Montana  Fish  & Game  Department  felt  the  proj 
have  little  effect  on  wildlife. 


Draft  Impact  Statement  was  not  specific  enough  according  to  one  letter, 
agrees,  and  hopefully  this  has  been  remedied  in  this  final  statement. 


The  writer 


restrictive  covenants  or  rules  were  felt  to  be  a problem  by  one  writer. 

have  enforcement  powers  over  them. 


Zoning  regulations  should  be  enforce^  according  to  one  writer, 
zoning  in  this  area. 


However,  there  is  no 


proiects  on  the  floodplain  s_hould_n.ot  be  approved  according  to 

to  the  1969  Corps  of  toglneers  delineation,  the  f twO-year 

?i:idpur°b^urih^:  ;^rt:r  rs1:l^rtr:rblt‘:t^:n-1rn“^irH-?t^D::rL£s 

plans  were  received  before  the  regulation  f "/.ra  some- 

would  not  affect  this  project  anyway.  Incidentally,  the  Spring  ^ 

what  worse  floodplain  situation  than  the  proposed  trailer  court  according 

plain  maps . 
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Iin.^t.;ih1e  ground  13  unsuitable  for  development  according  to  one  writer,  who  apparently 
felt  trailers  would  be  located  on  marsh  fill.  According  to  the  plans,  such  would  no 
be  the  case. 


SUMMARY 

The  oreceeding  paragraphs  essentially  discribe  the  problems,  some  with  and  others  with- 
out a^P^rent  foLtiLs"  Many  of  the  concerns  are  out  of  the  hands  * 

In  su^ry,  one  important  point  is  that  this  Department  mu^  approve  the  trailer  court 
if  it  has  met  all  of  the  State  regulations.  It  appears  that  this  is  the  case. 

State  Health  Department  approval  and  licensing  is  recommended  at  this  time. 


PROBABLE  IMPACT  ON  ENVIRONMENT 


The  social  environment,  ie,  schools,  utilities,  etc.,  would  experience  a ^“^den  in- 
flux of  some  24  families  into  a small  concentrated  area.  This  impact,  particularly 
on  the  local  schools,  could  be  substantial.  Special  provisions  In  this  regard  are 
under  the  authority  of  the  Flathead  County  Areawide  Planning  Organization. 


No  special  or  particularly  sensitive  environmental  conditions  are  known  to  exist  on 
the  proposed  site. 

Road  dust,  a concern  of  local  residents,  would  be  controlled  by  dust  coating  the 
roads . 


short  term  vs . LONG  TERM  USES  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 


Approval  and  licensing  of  the  P-Posed  trailer  court  “^“/“-“''^^^rrtrauL^rr, 


of  land  to  trailer  coirt  use,  to’the aclusion  of  all  other  uses.  While  a trailer  court 
has  few  permanent  structures,  and  from  that  standpoint  could  be  quickly  converted  to 
some  other  land  use,  this  rarely  occurs  until  development  density  makes  the  “Ailst 
crrt  Uss  profitabie  than  some  other  use.  Practically,  development  of  the  land  should 
be  considered  a long  terra  use  of  the  site . 


IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENTS  OF  RESOURCES 


The  only  resource  which  would  be  committed  would  be  3.8  acres  of  land.  While  "ot  ir- 
reversible or  irretrievable,  this  commitment  probably  would  be  of  long  term  duration. 


ALTERNATIVES  TO  PROPOSED  ACTION 

The  proposed  site,  being  located  in  a developing  area,  could  be  expected  to  have  some 

kind  of  development  in  the  near  future  whether  or  not  a trailer  court  is  cons  rue 

Such  development  would  be  dictated  by  economics.  The  alternatives  for  such 

ment  are  many,  and  there  is  little  to  be  gained  by  trying  to  list  all  such  possibilities 

here  . 
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SOURCES  OF  INFORMATION 

A personal  knowledge  of  the  area,  and  a field  inspection  of  the  site,  aided  in  the 
preparation  of  this  statement.  Also,  information  and  data  supplied  by  the  develo- 
per's engineers  was  used.  In  addition,  the  following  references  were  used: 

1.  Montana  Bureau  of  Mines  & Geology,  "Basic  Water  Data  Report  No.  3,  Kalispell 
Valley,  Montana",  25  pp.  & map,  (1966). 

2.  U.S.  Dept,  of  Agriculture,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  "Soil  Survey,  Upper 
Flathead  Valley  Area,  Montana",  67  pp.  + 40  maps.  (1960). 

3.  U.S.  Dept,  of  Agriculture,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  "Engineering  Proper- 
ties & Soil  Interpretations  For  Use  In  Resource  Planning  & Development;  A 
Supplement  to  Soil  Survey,  Upper  Flathead  Valley  Area,  Montana",  34  pp.  (1970). 


imS  STATEMENT  HAS  BEEN  PREPARED  BY: 

David  Nunnallee,  BSCE,  MSCE,  PE,  Public  Health  Engineer  for  the  Montana  State 
Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences.  Related  experience  includes  six 
years  of  work  as  a sanitary  engineer  for  the  States  of  Washington  and  Montana . 

COPIES  SENT  TO: 

1.  Mr.  Harry  Geis,  127  LaSalle  Rd . , Kalispell,  MT  59901 

2.  Mr.  Fletcher  Newby,  Montana  Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena,  MT  596  1 
3 Mr.  Jim  Posewitz,  Montana  Fish  & Game  Department,  Helena,  MT  59601 

4'  Montana  State  Dept,  of  Health  & Environmental  Sciences,  Kalispell,  MT  596W 
5 Mr  Jim  Peterson,  State  Dept,  of  Health  6e  Environmental  Sciences,  Helena,  MT  59601 

6*.  Montana  State  Dept,  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning  and  Economic 
Development,  Capitol  Station,  Helena,  MT  59601 

7.  Montana  State  Library,  930  East  Lyndale  Ave . , Helena,  MT  59601 

8.  Mr.  Ben  Wake,  Administrator,  Environmental  Sciences  Division,  Helena,  m 59601 

9.  Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Flathead  County  Courthouse,  Kalispell,  MT  59901 

10.  Flathead  Areawide  Planning  Organization,  3 Ford  Bldg.,  Kalispell,  MT 

11.  B.C.  McIntyre,  MD,  Flathead  County  Health  Officer,  Box  427,  Whitefish,  MT  59937 

12.  Les  Espeland,  RS,  Flathead  County  Sanitarian,  Box  919,  Kalispell,  MT  59901 

13.  Mr.  Maurice  Eddie,  Evergreen  Water  Co.,  236  LaSalle  Rd . , Kalispell,  MT  599  1 

14.  Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212,  Venture  Center,  Missoula, 

15.  Evergreen  Advisory  Board,  Attn:  Mr.  Vern  Dye,  45  Meadowlark  Dr.,  Kalispell,  MT  599^1 

16.  Springdale  Addition  Improvement  Ass'n.,  Attn:  Orin  Bleken,  131  Cedar  Dr.,  Kalispell 

17.  Mrs.  K.D.  Black,  125  Park  Ave.,  Kalispell,  MT  59901 

18.  Mrs.  Jerry  Corbett,  120  Park  Ave.,  Kalispell,  MT  59901 
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Land  to  remain  undeveloped 
Proposed  roads 

Locations  of  proposed  drainfields 
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m 1. 8 


November  6,  1973 


Subject:  Mountain  View  Mobile  Manor  Trailer  Court 


Gentlemen : 

Enclosed  is  an  environmental  impact  statement  for  the  Mountain  View  Mobile  Manor 
Trailer  Court,  a proposed  mobile  home  development  now  under  construction  for 
approval  east  of  Kalispell,  Montana. 

Under  Montana  law,  a person  or  agency  has  30  days  to  submit  comments  and/or 
supply  additional  information. 

Following  the  statutory  period,  the  project  will  be  reviewed  in  light  of  comments 
received  that  are  applicable  under  Montana  law. 


Sincerely, 


David  A.  Nunnallee,  P.E. 

Public  Health  Engineer 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 


DAN/kmh 

Enclosure 


MONTANA  STATE  lIBRaRY 
930  East  Lyndote  Avenue 
Helena,  Montano  59601 
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Draft 


■a'lVIRONMSOTAL  IMI'ACT  STATEMENT 


for 

MOUNTAIN  VliV  MCBILS  MANOR 
East  of  Kalispell,  Montana 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Tolicy  Act,  Section  69-6504  (b)  (3); 
the  act  controlling  the  licensing  of  Trailer  Courts,  Section  6‘^-5602;  and  the  act 
to  control  water  pollution,  Section  69-4801  to  4827,  the  following  statement  is 
prepared  by  the  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  concerning 
Mountain  View  Mobile  Manor  Trailer  Court,  East  of  lalispell  in  Flathead  County, 
Montana,  for  which  a submittal  has  been  received  requesting  a license  to  operate 
as  an  approved  trailer  park  facility. 


DESCRIPTION  OF  PROJECT  & PROPOSED  ACTION 


The  Montana  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  has  received  a 
request  for  approval  and  licensing  of  a 25-unit  trailer  court  in  Evergreen,  East 
of  Kalispell.  The  area,  shown  on  the  attached  map,  Includes  about  3.8  acres,  and 
is  230  to  300  feet  'Last  of  LaSalle  Road,  and  immediately  Nest  of  the  Springdale 
Subdivision . 

The  applicant-owner  is  Mr.  Harry  Geis  of  Evergreen,  and  plans  and  specifications 
and  data  were  supplied  by  his  engineer,  D.K.  Marquardt,  of  Kalispell, 

This  impact  statement  is  being  prepared  as  a result  of  public  concern  by  neigh- 
boring residents  and  verbal  request  of  the  Flathead  County  Commissioners. 


TOPOGRAPHY  & SOILS 


The  proposed  development  area  is  fairly  flat,  sloping  slightly  to  a marshy  area 
which  passes  through  the  east-central  portion  of  the  land.  The  marsh  has  largely 
been  filled. 

The  soils,  according  to  the  S.C.S.  Flathead  Valley  Soils  Survey,  are  a mixture  of 
Kiwanis  and  Birch  sandy  loams,  with  "moderate"  septic  tank  use  restrictions  due 
to  high  groundwater.  The  groundwater  is  discussed  more  fully  later. 
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SURROUNDING  DEVELOPMENT 


The  proposed  trailer  court  is  largely  surrounded  with  existing  development.  LaSalle 
Road,  to  the  West,  is  rapidly  developing  into  a commercial  highway  strip.  To  the 
East,  Springdale  Subdivision,  subdivided  in  the  1950's,  consists  of  some  130  lots 
on  9 acres,  and  much  of  it  is  developed. 

Some  of  the  residents  of  Springdale  have  expressed  concern  about  the  proposed 
trailer  court  because  of  ingress  - egress  problems,  dust  from  unsurfaced  roads, 
and  aesthetics . 

Reportedly,  to  solve  the  access  problems,  the  developer  has  agreed  to  provide  an 
access  road  from  LaSalle  Road,  rather  than  entering  through  Springdale.  Such  a 
modification  would  eliminate  two  of  the  proposed  25  trailer  locations.  The  plans 
on  file  in  this  office  do  not  reflect  these  new  changes  yet. 


WATER  SUI'PLY 

Water  for  the  development  would  be  supplied  by  the  Evergreen  Water  Company,  which 
is  a high  quality,  dependable  source  of  water,  and  entirely  acceptable  for  a 
trailer  court. 


SEWAGE  DISPOSAL  AND  GROUNDWATER 

The  proposed  method  of  sewage  disposal  is  by  means  of  special  partially  elevated 
sewage  drainfields,  located  on  the  higher  portions  of  the  land.  By  installing 
the  drainfield  line  very  shallow  in  the  original  soil,  and  covering  it  to  a depth 
of  two  feet,  additional  protection  against  pollution  of  the  fairly  shallow  ground- 
water  is  provided. 

A field  inspection  on  July  3rd  last,  of  a test  hole  on  the  low  part  of  the  site, 
revealed  groundwater  at  a depth  of  7 feet.  The  groundwater  had  dropped  somewhat 
since  the  mid -June  high  water.  As  such  groundwater  levels  are  marginal  from  a 
sewage  disposal  standpoint,  the  developer  agreed  to  pump  the  sewage  to  the  higher 
ground  to  gain  one  or  two  feet  elevation,  and  to  construct  the  above  described 
drainfields  to  gain  another  two  feet.  Such  provisions  would  meet  this  Department's 
groundwater  separation  requirements  for  subsurface  sewage  disposal. 

Percolation  rates  on  the  site  are  entirely  adequate. 
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PROBABLE  IMPACT  ON  ENVIRONMENT 

The  impact  of  this  project  on  the  natural  environment  is  thought  to  be  very  minor 
as  the  surrounding  area  is  moderately  to  Vieavlly  developed.  Nor  will  the  con- 
struction of  a trailer  court  in  this  area  reflect  any  substantial  change  in  land 
use  patterns,  except  on  a very  local  scale,  as  trailers  and  trailer  courts  abound 
in  the  Evergreen  area. 

The  social  environment,  ie,  schools,  utilities,  etc.,  would  experience  a sudden 
influx  of  some  25  families  into  a small  concentrated  area.  This  impact,  parti- 
cularly on  the  local  schools,  could  be  substantial.  Special  provisions  in  this 
regard  are  under  the  authority  of  the  Flathead  County  Areawide  Planning  Organiza- 
tion . 

No  special  or  particularly  sensitive  environmental  conditions  are  known  to  exist 
on  the  proposed  site. 

Road  dust,  a concern  of  local  residents,  would  be  controlled  by  dust  coating 
the  roads . 


SHORT  TERM  vs.  LONG  TERM  USES  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

Approval  and  licensing  of  the  proposed  trailer  court  will  effectively  commit  3.8 
acres  of  land  to  trailer  court  use,  to  the  exclusion  of  all  other  uses.  While 
a trailer  court  has  few  permanent  structures,  and  from  that  standpoint  could 
quickly  be  converted  to  some  other  land  use,  this  rarely  occurs  until  develop- 
ment density  makes  the  trailer  court  less  profitable  than  some  other  use.  irac- 
tically,  development  of  the  land  should  be  considered  a long  term  use  of  the  site. 


IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENTS  OF  RESOURCES 

The  only  resource  which  would  be  committed  would  be  3.8  acres  of  land.  While  not 
irreversible  or  irretrievable,  this  commitment  probably  would  be  of  long  terra 
duration . 


ALTERNATIVES  TO  PROPOSED  ACTION 

The  proposed  site,  being  located  in  a developing  area,  could  be  expected  to  have 
some  kind  of  development  in  the  near  future  whether  or  not  a trailer  court  is 
constructed.  Such  development  would  be  dictated  by  economics.  The  alternatives 
for  such  development  are  many,  and  there  is  little  to  be  gained  by  trying  to  list 
all  such  possibilities  here.  Some  alternatives  for  non-development  are  listed 
as  follows  : 
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1 . No  development 

The  area  could  be  left  in  its  existing  state.  The  economics  of  the  situa 
tion  work  against  this,  and  as  the  area  has  already  been  scraped  and  modi 
fied,  there  is  little  to  be  gained  by  no  development. 

2 . Agricultural  use 

The  area  is  too  small  and  too  surrounded  with  development  to  be  of  much 
use  as  agricultural  land. 

3 . Preservation  of  the  area 

Some  supporting  agency  or  organization  could  purchase  and  preserve  the 
area.  As  it  is  not  in  its  natural  state,  there  is  little  reason  to  do 
so,  except  perhaps  to  create  a community  park  or  recreation  facility. 


SOURCES  OF  INFORMATION 

A personal  knowledge  of  the  area,  and  a field  inspection  of  the  site,  aided  in  th 
preparation  of  this  statement.  Also,  information  and  data  supplied  by  the  devel- 
oper^ engineers  was  used.  In  addition,  the  following  references  were  used: 

1.  Montana  Bureau  of  Mines  & Geology,  "Basic  Water  Data  Report  No.  3, 
Kalispell  Valley,  Montana",  25  pp.  & map,  (1966). 

2.  U.S.  Dept,  of  Agriculture,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  "Soil  Survey, 

Upper  Flathead  Valley  Area,  Montana",  67  pp . + 40  maps.  (1960). 

3.  U.S.  Dept,  of  Agriculture,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  "Engineering 
Properties  & Soil  Interpretations  For  Use  In  Resource  Flanjiing  & 
Development;  A Supplement  to  Soil  Survey,  Upper  Flathead  Valley  Area, 
Montana",  34  pp.  (1970). 


THIS  STATEMENT  HAS  BEEN  PREPARED  BY: 

David  Nunnallee,  BSCE,  MSCE , PE,  Public  Health  Engineer  for  the  Montana 
State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences.  Related  experience 
includes  six  years  of  work  as  a sanitary  engineer  for  the  States  of  Washington 
and  Montana 
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COPIES  SENT  TO; 


1.  Mr.  Harry  Geis,  127  LaSalle  Rd . , Kalispell,  MT  59901 

2.  Mr.  Fletcher  Newby,  Montana  Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena,  MT  59601 

3.  Mr.  Jim  Posewitz,  Montana  Fish  &.  Game  Department,  Helena,  MT  59601 

4.  Montana  State  Dept,  of  Health  6t  Environmental  Sciences,  Kalispell,  MT  5^901 

5.  Mr.  Jim  Peterson,  Montana  State  Dept,  of  Health  & Environmental  Sciences, 

Helena,  MT  59601 

6.  Montana  State  Dept,  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning  and 

Economic  Development,  Capitol  Station,  Helena,  MT  59601 

7.  Montana  State  Library,  930  East  Lyndale  Ave  . , Helena,  MI  59601 

8.  Mr.  Ben  Wake,  Administrator,  Environmental  Sciences  Division,  Helena,  MT  59601 

9.  Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Flathead  County,  Kalispell,  MT  59901 

10.  Flathead  Areawide  Planning  Organization,  3 Ford  Bldg.,  Kalispell,  MT  59901 

11.  Bruce  McIntyre,  M.D.,  Flathead  County  Health  Officer,  Box  427,  Whitefish,  MT  59937 

12.  Mr.  Les  Espeland,  R.S.,  Flathead  County  Sanitarian,  Box  919,  Kalispell,  MT  59901 

13.  Mr.  Maurice  Eddie,  Evergreen  Water  Co.,  236  LaSalle  Rd . , Kalispell,  MT  59901 

14.  Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212,  Venture  Center,  Missoula,  MT  5^801 

15.  Evergreen  Advisory  Board,  Attn:  Mr.  Vern  Dye,  45  Meadowlark  Dr.,  Kalispell,  MT  5'^901 

16.  Springdale  Addition  Improvement  Ass'n.,  Attn:  Orin  Blelcen,  131  Cedar  Dr.,  Kalispell 

17.  Mrs.  K.D.  Black,  125  Park  Ave.,  Kalispell,  MT  5''^01 

18.  Mrs.  Jerry  Corbett,  120  Park  Ave.,  Kalispell,  MT  59901 
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March  1,  1974 


Draft 


Environmental  Imapct  Statement 


for 

Outback  Mobile  Home  Settlement 
a proposed  trailer  court 
near  Olney,  Montana 

Pursuant  to  the  Montana  ^-i^tal  Policy  Act,^Sectlon  6,-6504Jh)^^ 

ict  controlling  both  public  act  L control  witer  pollution.  Section 

risions.  Section  ^^“^OOl  to  69-5  5,  ^ prepared  by  the  State  Department 

,9-4801  to  4827,  the  following  impact  Division,  concerning  the 

)f  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  . piathead  County  , Montana 

proposed  outback  Mobile  Home  Settlement  "t^^^Dmit  co^nents  and  /or 

jnder  Montana  Law.  any  person  ject . An  additional  fifteen 

s;rL"'".!.;  '-"s".”-  •■»  ■■ 

to  prepare  or  research  a response. 


j)ESCtlIPTION  OF  PROJECT  ANO  PROPOSED  ACTION 


The  proposed  development  Is  Sw!^PMM!“’'Thrsltru  abLt"“’mlle  west 

:ed  in  the  NE  MW  NE  ec.  , £ olney  The  development  would  border 

,£  U.  S.  Highway  93.  and  about  ^ f aiL  is  presently 

:: .. ... .... .. ...... 

. a n 7 mile  from  U.  S.  Highway  93,  running  along  the 

Access  would  be  by  dirt  road  0^7  J ' 3^  ^ J^ached  map) 

section  line  betweensections  3 and  34.  then 

WATER  SUPPLY 


f) 


^ ^A  r^rvrnciRi-  of  a drilled  well  and  pressure  storage 

is  normally  assumed  by  the  development  owner. 

TOPOGRAPHY,  SOILS,  AND  SEWAGE  DISPOSAL 

The  topography  in  the  sL  ^eeJ!^’ 

-^-^hrL^rrrt^rorrtLt-nrparrth:  ;:"osed  traner^ourt  site  has  Hooded. 


aaontana  state  library 

930  Ecst  Lyndaie  Avenue 
Helena,  Montana  59601 
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Page  Two 


1 is  actually  sloping  upward  slightly  from  the 

The  area,  which  appears  ^ ^ ten  feet  and  no  groundwater  was  encount- 

creeks.  Two  test  holes  w g ^ of  1973  one  of  the  driest  months  af  an  excep- 

ered.  However,  this  was  done  In  Aug  the’soll  consists  of  Interspersed  clayey  and 

tlonally  dry  year.  ^ ® 5 gicL’shLed  absorption  results  of  2 to  26  minutes 

sandy  soils.  Percolation  percolaldon.  Soil  containing  some  clay  is 

per  inch,  which  ranges  from  fast  phosphorus,  from  sew- 

known  to  be  more  efficient  ill  removing  nutrients,  particularly  p 

age  effluents,  than  are  gravelly  and  drainfields.  The 

proposed  sewage  disposal  “““‘f  portions  of  land  and  would  numter 

proposed  dralnfleld  sites  are  ^ development  will  probably  be  staggered. 

rpr:;:«inu;rse^:rsrgr.n  lyey  sons  requires  enlarged  dralnfleld  systems, 
and  such  have  been  designed  for  this  proiect. 

^ RR^jnNG  _Dliyj.LOPM^ 

The  surrounding  area  is  undeveloped.  Several  farms  are  located  in  the  area,  par- 
ticularly to  the  East. 


^ng^T.E  IMPACT  ^l^TH E__j^_I RON^NT 


Full  development  of  the  proposed  fitl'bf  those 

forty-one  families  into  a presently  -ndeve  oped  area-  T e l 

rj-i'L-rsrdrribi“i^r-rt^  rr  ^iie^h^^A 

::::rrry%rod  ^i:ti!\rprob:bry””vrry“pror''ro«  anyway  because  Of  very  extensive  stream 
n channelisatio;  by  the  property  owners  last  su-er. 


short  tfpm  vs  . I.ONG  TEtiM  USES_OFjrHlj_ENnRMjMENT 


Few  permanent  structures  are  inv  ^ pp,^pP  entitles  the  owners  to  an 

However,  the  approval  and  subiect  only  to  annual  license  renewal.  As 

unlimited  time  duration  for  J a long-term  commitment  of  the  land 

::t“rys"-:ri;^  -Oth:r^u::ror:L%^nd!  -uch  as  gracmg,  farming, 
or  timber  production  would  be  lost. 

^,Fvc,n,.F.  imET:Ki€^KBLKcmmms-o^Mmm^ 

»-  rhf  7 S acres  of  land,  no  commitment  of  resources 
Except  for  a political  commitment  of  7.5  acres 

is  envisioned  in  this  proiect. 

ai.TF.RNATTVES  to  proposed  acti^ 

1.  No  Development 

The  land  could  remain  undeveloped 
already  cleared,  however. 

2.  Agricultural  ysj.  ,,  ^e  used  for  agricultural  purposes . Except 

The  land  could  unproductive,  and  would 

rrorab?rtiT-^“i«"^-"^  fertilizatton  or  soil  condi- 

tioners . 


perhaps  half  of  the  land  is 
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H-.-ift  iCnvi  ronmental  Impact  statement  Three 

ithack  Mobile  Home  Settlement 


f the  Land  for  timber  production  is  not  known.  There  is 
Ilmbrr  on  part  of  the  lQ»d,  but  its  quality  and  age  is  not  known, 
jidring  from  the  soils,  timber  probably  grows  slowly. 

Preservation  of  the  Ar^  nreserve  This  would  require  a sponsor 

The  area  could  be  set  aside  P The  value  of  the  land 

and  presumably  a reason  for  p ._n,ments  in  this  regard  are  solicited 

as  game  habitat  is  not  known,  and  comments  in  this  rega 

from  the  State  Department  of  Fish  and  Game. 


; ou  RCJiS_OF_I  NF^^II^TIOE 


A personal  inspection  of  the  area, 
-larquardt,  engineer  and  surveyor  for  the 
3f  this  statement. 


plus  information  p 
proiect,  was  used 


rovided 
in  the 


by  'Dean  K . 
pre  pa  ra  t ion 


IHI ^ STATEMENT  HAS  B ^N_PR^rARliD_BXl 

David  Nunnallee,  BSCE,  MSCE,  lE, 
Department  of  Health  and  Environmental 
years  of  work  as  a sanitary  engineer 


Public  Health  Engineer  for  the  Montana  State 
Sciences.  Related  experience  includes  six 
for  the  States  of  Montana  and  Washington. 
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r/.  PU^che.  New^v.  Poreil": 

Montana  Fish  f 93  North.  KalispeU,  Mt . 59901 

Lta’:>:  a*a  Envi_.  J s lences  K-ispell^^^^ 

rnra  rare  rr9;;Xnrr™r;rrtror!  Oivisi;n  op  Planmn.  ana  Ccono.ic 

Mrrtrnarr^rrrr^i'r:  ryia^ 

Mr.  Ben  Wake,  Aaminlstrator,  nvi  „,t;,onal  Forest,  290  N.  Main,  Falispell 
USES  Forest  Supervisor,  Klathead  National 

Board'oC  Couny  Commissioners,  f kalispell 

Flatheaa  County  Areawiae  Planning  ’ officer  P.O.Box  427,  Whlteflsh,  Mt . 59937 

B.C.Mclntyre,  M.D  , Flathea  a °^“o KalispeU  Mt . 59901 

Mr.  Les  Espelana,  Flatheaa  Conn  V ^ Wliaiife  In  P.O.Box  4,  KalispeU,  Mt . 59901 

Mr.  Wayne  Herman,  Presiatnt.  Big  Arm.  Mt . 59910 

fr'  rwrenrrorsteri:!'’rresiafnt,  Flathea  Valley  Community  College.  Ecology  Club 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


FOR 


OUTBACK  MOBILE  HOME  SETTLEMENT 
A Proposed  Trailer  Court  Near  Olney,  Montana 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69-6504  (b)  (3),  the 
act  controlling  both  public  and  private  water  supply  and  sewage  disposal  for 
subdivisions,  Section  69-5001  to  69-5005;  and  the  act  to  control  water  pollution 
Section  69-4801  to  4827,  the  following  final  impact  statement  is  prepared  by 
the  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  Environmental 
Sciences  Division,  concerning  the  proposed  Outback  Mobile  Home  Settlement  located 
near  Olney,  in  Flathead  County,  Montana. 


DESCRIPTION  OF  PROJECT  AND  PROPOSED  ACTION 

The  proposed  development  i s a 41  space  trailer  court  occupying  7.5  acres,  and 
located  in  the  NE%,  NE^,  Sec.  4,  T 31N,  R 23W,  PMM.  The  site  is  about  0.7 
miles  west  of  U.S.  Highway  93,  and  about  5 miles  south  of  Olney.  The  develop- 
ment would  border  the  State  Forest  to  the  north,  and  roughly  half  of  the 
proposed  site  is  presently  cleared  and  in  use  as  pasture  by  the  owners.  The 
owner-developer  is  Ronald  Brist.  The  property  on  which  the  development  would 
be  located  includes  the  junction  of  Logan  Creek  and  Good  Creek,  although  the 
proposed  trailer  court  is  no  closer  than  600  feet  to  either  creek. 

Access  would  be  by  dirt  road  0.7  miles  from  U.S.  Highway  93,  running  along  the 
section  line  between  sections  3 and  34,  then  4 and  33.  (See  attached  map). 


WATER  SUPPLY 

The  proposed  water  supply  would  consist  of  a drilled  well  and  pressure  storage 
tanks,  which  would  comply  with  State  standards.  Under  pending  federal  legis- 
lation, water  supplies  such  as  this  will  probably  be  designated  as  public 
utilities  in  the  near  future,  and  will  be  required  to  have  a licensed  water 
operator.  This  function  is  normally  assumed  by  the  development  owner. 


TOPOGRAPHY.  SOILS.  AND  SEWAGE  DISPOSAL 

The  topography  in  the  development  area  is  quite  flat  with  about  4 feet  of 
relief,  except  for  about  one  acre  on  the  southeast  corner  which  drops  an 
additional  six  feet.  The  owners  report  that  no  part  of  the  proposed  trailer 
court  site  has  flooded. 
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The  area,  which  appears  low  and  flat,  is  actually  sloping  upward  slightly 
from  the  creeks.  Two  test  holes  were  dug  to  a depth  of  ten  feet  and  no 
ground  water  was  encountered.  However,  this  was  done  in  August,  1973,  one 
of  the  driest  months  of  an  exceptionally  dry  year.  According  to  soil  logs, 
the  soil  consists  of  interspersed  clayey  and  sandy  soils.  Percolation  tests 
at  5 sites  showed  absorption  results  of  2 to  26  minutes  per  inch,  which 
ranges  from  fast  to  slow  percolation.  Soil  containing  some  clay  is  known  to 
be  more  efficient  in  removing  nutrients,  particularly  phosphorus,  from  sewage 
effluents,  than  are  gravelly  soils. 

Proposed  sewage  disposal  would  be  by  means  of  septic  tanks  and  drainfields. 

The  proposed  drainfield  sites  are  located  on  the  higher  portions  of  land  and 
would  number  nine  upon  complete  development.  The  actual  development  will 
probably  be  staggered.  To  properly  dispose  of  sewage  in  clayey  soils  requires 
enlarged  drainfield  systems,  and  such  have  been  designed  for  this  project. 


SURROUNDING  DEVELOPMENT 


The  surrounding  area  is  undeveloped.  Several  farms  are  located  In  the  area, 
particularly  to  the  east. 

The  area  just  west  of  the  development  (see  map)  is 'Scheduled  for  "potstick” 
timber  harvest  in  the  very  near  future.  It  is  expected  that  the  resulting 
noise,  dust  and  logging  traffic  will  be  in  disaccord  with  the  proposed  trailer 
court . 


PUBLIC  RESPONSE  TO  DRAFT  STATEMENT 

Written  responses  to  the  draft  statement  were  received  from  the  U.S.  Forest 
Service,  Montana  Dept.  Natural  Resources  & Conservation,  Montana  Environmental 
Quality  Council,  and  Flathead  County  Health  Department,  and  a verbal  response 
was  received  from  the  Montana  Dept,  of  Fish  6e  Game.  The  written  responses  are 
attached  hereto.  The  comments  are  summarized  as  follows: 

Montana  Fish  & Game  (Verbal)-  The  area  provides  some  wildlife  habitat,  but 
main  concern  is  that  no  sewage  pollutants  reach  Logan  or  Good  Creeks.  The 
area  is  within  a snow  belt,  which  limits  the  game  range  quality. 

The  writer  notes  that  the  proposed  sewage  facilities  apparently  meet  this 
Department's  ground  water  and  surface  water  spacing  requirements  and  should 
thus  protect  the  creeks  from  pollution.  It  is  also  noted  that  trailer  court 
regulations  prevent  nuisances  from  dogs  or  other  pets.  Tf  pets  are  not 
restrained  and  cause  nuisances,  such  as  chasing  deer,  the  license  to  operate 
could  be  revoked. 
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U»  S.  Forest  Service-Tally  Lake  Ranger  District  - Expressed  concern  about 
subsurface  sewage  disposal  because  of  clay  layers  and  potential  high 
ground  water.  Also,  as  mentioned  above,  indicated  the  Forest  Service's 
intent  to  log  the  nearby  area  to  the  west.  Also  indicated  concern  about 
the  fish  and  game  resources  in  the  area,  and  suggested  in-depth  studies  on 
the  stream  bed  channelization  which  the  owners  did  last  summer.  Concluded 
by  suggesting  that  the  project  is  not  environmentally  sound  and  that  impact 
on  adjacent  lands  has  not  been  evaluated. 

In  response  to  the  sewage  concern,  as  mentioned,  the  land  does  apparently 
meet  this  Department's  regulations.  However,  as  the  Environmental  Quality 
Act  requires  30  days  following  the  distribution  of  this  final  statement,  it 
will  be  possible  to  re-examine  the  site  in  June  of  this  very  wet  year  to 
check  the  water  situation  again.  Laterally,  the  development  is  far  from 
the  surface  waters. 

IVie  proposed  logging  activities  were  mentioned  above.  It  does  not  appear 
that  such  activities  are  very  compatible  with  trailer  court  development. 

Yet,  there  are  no  laws  or  regulations  to  prohibit  such  apparent  conflicts, 
and  this  Department's  authority  is  expressly  limited  to  water  supply,  sewage 
disposal,  and  other  rules  and  regulations  regarding  trailer  court  operations. 

It  is  apparent  that  much  of  the  land  to  the  west  could  be  utilized  for  logging, 
and  the  developer  should  realize  that  the  noise,  dust  and  traffic  simply  will 
have  to  be  tolerated  if  the  trailer  court  is  developed. 

The  fish  and  game  resources  were  briefly  mentioned  above.  The  stream 
channelization,  which  took  place  last  summer,  is  a project  totally  separate 
from  the  trailer  court  development , and  is  a completed  fact.  While  there  is 
little  question  that  the  activity  could  only  damage  the  fishery  in  Logan 
and  Good  Creeks;  no  agency  has  approval  or  disapproval  authority  over  the 
existing  situation.  Should  the  owners  decide  to  channelize  again,  it  would 
be  necessary  to  do  so  without  muddying  the  water  in  violation  of  State 
water  quality  standards.  This  is  essentially  impossible  with  heavy  equip- 
ment operating  in  the  stream  channel. 

Regarding  impact  on  adjacent  lands,  and  environmental  soundness  of  the  project, 
these  are  both  very  difficult  items  to  evaluate.  Comments  have  been  made  in 
both  categories.  Again,  these  are  areas  which  should  be  discussed  to  some 
extent  in  an  impact  statement,  but  are  areas  over  which  this  Department  has 
no  authority  or  control . 

Environmental  Quality  Council  - Suggested  that  alternatives  for  agricultural 
use,  timber  use,  or  preservation  are  not  valid  alternatives  as  they  are  not 
within  this  Department's  jurisdiction.  The  writer  agrees  and  these  three 
alternatives  are  here  revised  to  two  alternatives,  to  simply  approve,  or 
not  to  approve  the  project. 
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Montana  Dept»  Natural  Resources  & Conservation  - A question  was  raised 
regarding  the  access  road,  which,  according  to  the  USGS  map  (see  attached) 
runs,  in  part,  through  State  lands.  See  copy  of  the  letter  for  details. 

The  letter  also  raises  questions  with  regard  to  impact  on  schools,  and 
fire  protection.  These  three  items  are  certainly  valid  questions,  but 
being  outside  of  this  Department's  authority,  they  are  referred  to  the 
Flathead  County  Area -wide  Planning  Organization  and  the  Board  of  County 
Commissioners,  and  those  entities  have  the  responsibility  for  reviewing 
roads,  schools,  and  fire  protection  in  subdivisions  prior  to  approval 
or  acceptance  for  filing. 

Another  question  was  raised  regarding  garbage  handling.  Under  existing 
trailer  court  regulations,  it  is  the  responsibility  of  the  court  operator 
to  provide  garbage  cans  and  to  haul  or  contract  to  haul  the  contents  to 
approved  facilities.  In  this  case,  the  area  is  sexrved  by  the  Flathead 
County  Landfill  via  the  satellite  "green  box"  stations.  If  the  green 
boxes  prove  inadequate,  it  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Landfill 
board  to  provide  additional  containers.  At  no  time  would  random  garbage 
disposal  from  the  trailer  court  be  tolerated,  and  such  activities  would 
certainly  jeopardize  the  court  license. 

Another  coninent  was  raised  concerning  the  use  of  adjoinging  State  lands  for 
cattle  grazing  during  the  summer  months,  and  the  possible  conflict  this 
could  have  with  the  trailer  court.  As  the  trailer  court  would  be  located 
on  private  land,  one  would  assume  that  the  leasee  - owner  of  the  cattle 
would  be  responsible  for  keeping  his  cattle  on  the  ground  which  he  is 
leasing.  However,  Mrs.  Ora  Halvorsen,  State  representative  was  contacted 
in  this  regard,  and  she  stated  that  under  the  open  range  concept  there  is 
no  clear  cut  answer  to  fencing  responsibility.  The  trailer  court  owner 
may  in  fact  find  it  necessary  to  erect  any  fences  necessary  to  keep  cattle 
from  the  trailer  court  area.  The  recently  passed  fencing  law  applies  only 
to  primary  State  highways. 

The  response  concluded  by  suggesting  that  more  local  groups  and  citizens 
be  sent  copies  of  the  impact  statements  to  obtain  their  input  and  keep 
them  informed.  Informing  the  public  is  one  of  the  most  difficult  parts 
of  an  environmental  impact  analysis.  This  Department  maintains  lists  of 
agencies  and  organizations  interested  in  subdivision,  and  at  present  some 
52  entities  are  on  the  Northwestern  Montana  list.  In  spite  of  large 
mailing  lists,  fewer  than  three  or  four  responses  are  normally  received. 
Also  the  State  Environmental  Quality  Council,  which  oversees  the  impact 
statements,  has  Indicated  in  the  past  the  State  agencies  are  not  respons- 
ible for  distributing  statements  to  individual  parties.  This  Department 
has  routinely  sent  impact  statements  to  all  organizations  expressing 
interest,  however.  At  present,  no  groups  or  organizations  in  the  Olney 
area  have  expressed  interest  in  being  placed  on  the  list.  The  general 
public  is  kept  somewhat  aware  of  developments  by  newspaper  coverage  of 
actions  taken  by  the  Area -wide  Planning  Board  regarding  subdivisions. 
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Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Outback  Mobile  Home  Settlement 


May  10,  1974 
Page  Five 


Flathead  County  Health  Dept.  - (See  attached  letter).  The  County  Sanitarian's 
office  made  several  comments  on  the  proposed  site,  relative  to  soils, 
topography,  grazing,  and  short  term-long  term  uses  of  the  land.  The  general 
conclusions  of  the  letter  were  that  the  area  is  suitable  for  a trailer 
court  from  a health  standpoint,  but  that  the  development  would  be  expected 
to  degrade  the  environment.  More  specifically,  the  letter  recommended  that 
the  sewage  drainfield  systems  be  designed  in  accordance  with  the  more 
limiting  soil  in  the  development,  rather  than  according  to  individual 
percolation  tests.  Revised  drainfield  sizes  were  suggested  in  this  regard, 
and  are  included  with  the  attached  letter. 

It  is  here  noted  that  the  sanitarian's  recommended  septic  tank  sizes  are 
valid  according  to  the  State  trailer  court  regulations.  Revised  plans  have 
combined  spaces  1-5  into  a single  sewage  system,  so  the  County  list  should 
be  corrected  to  show  a single  2000  gallon  tank  for  those  five  spaces. 
Otherwise,  this  Department  concurs  with  the  septic  tank  size  revisions. 

Regarding  the  drainfield  sizes,  this  Department  concurs  that  the  more 
limiting  percolation  results  (say  20  minutes/inch)  should  be  applied  to 
those  proposed  drainfields  which  are  not  located  near  percolation  test 
holes.  However,  it  is  felt  that  those  drainfields  located  near  percolation 
holes  should  use  the  percolation  rates  measured  there.  In  this  regard, 
this  office  feels  that  the  following  design  parameters  are  adequate: 


SPACES 

SERVED 

PERCOLATION 

RATE  TO  BE 

USED 

(MIN/IN) 

APPLICABLE 
PERCOLATION 
TEST  (S) 

# 

design 

SEWAGE  FLOW 
GALLONS /LAY 
(P.H.S.) 

DESIGN 

ABSORPTION 

RATE 

Rpd/ft 

DRAINFIELD 

AREA 

REQUIRED 

1 - 5 

12 

1 

1250 

1.5 

833 

6-10 

12 

1 

1250 

1.5 

833 

11  - 12 

Estimate  7 

None 

500 

1.9 

263 

13  - 18 

2 

2 

1500 

3.5 

429 

19  - 20 

23 

3 

500 

L.l 

455 

21  - 24,) 

38  - 40  ) 

2 

4 

1750 

3.5 

500* 

25  - 29 

Estimate  20 

None 

1250 

1.2 

1041 

30  - 32,41 

Estimate  20 

None 

1000 

1 .2 

833 

33  - 37 

Estimate  20 

None 

1250 

1 .2 

1041 

Drainfield  relocated  on  plans  to  vicinity  of  percolation  hole  #4 

These  sizes  are  generally  more  conservative  than  those  shown  on  the  plans,  but 
less  conservative  than  those  listed  by  the  County  Sanitarian's  Office.  The 
sanitarian  has  verbally  indicated  that  his  office  will  accept  the  above  design 
figures  based  on  nearby  percolation  tests,  in  lieu  of  the  more  conservative 
figures  listed  in  his  letter. 
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Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Outback  Mobile  Home  Settlement 


May  10,  1974«*t 
Page  Six 


PROBABLE  IMPACT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

Full  development  of  the  proposed  trailer  court  will  result  in  the  influx  of 
forty-one  families  into  a presently  undeveloped  area.  The  impacts  will  be 
those  normally  associated  with  increased  population.  Access  by  means  of  dirt 
roads  could  result  in  considerable  dust.  With  25  new  families  in  the  area, 
the  quality  of  hunting  and  fishing  in  this  remote  area  would  be  expected  to  suffer. 


SHORT  TERM  VS.  LONG  TERM  USES  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

Few  permanent  structures  are  involved  in  the  development  of  a trailer  court. 
However,  the  approval  and  licensing  of  a trailer  court  entitles  the  owners  to 
an  unlimited  time  duration  for  operation,  subject  only  to  annual  license 
renewal.  As  such,  approval  of  this  trailer  court  constitutes  a long-term 
commitment  of  the  land  politically  if  not  physically.  Other  uses  of  the  land, 
such  as  grazing,  farming,  or  timber  production  would  be  lost. 


IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENTS  OF  RESOURCES 

Except  for  a political  commitment  of  7.5  acres  of  land,  no  commitment  of 
resources  is  envisioned  in  this  project. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


As  the  plans  for  the  proposed  Outback  Mobile  Home  Settlement  meet  all  State 
Department  of  Health  & Environmental  Sciences  regulations,  it  is  recommended 
that  the  subdivision  be  approved  and  the  trailer  court  be  licensed.  Any 
departure  from  plans  during  construction,  or  any  operations  not  in  accord 
with  State  trailer  court  regulations,  would  be  just  cause  for  revocation  of 
the  license. 


SOURCES  OF  INFORMATION 


A personal  inspection  of  the  area,  plus  information  provided  by  Dean  K. 
Marquardt,  engineer  and  surveyor  for  the  project,  plus  public  input  to  the  draft 
environmental  impact  statement  were  used  in  the  preparation  of  this  statement. 


THIS  STATEMENT  HAS  BEEN  PREPARED  BY 

David  Nunnallee,  BSCE,  MSCE,  PE,  Public  Health  Engineer  for  the  Montana  State 
Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences.  Related  experience  includes 
seven  years  of  work  as  a sanitary  engineer  for  the  States  of  Montana  and 
Washington . 


;?ifK 


'■i''  3 i,-j»s  1 ^ .^v -»:•!!„,  . 

• ' •5»rt 


9 


_ f-  >>  ! 


li. 


Hi  4 /4  P»3J»0«J(i>'yj[,  'fl  rft.— ^ 

inB-»  , ,,  - '*•'•*« 


, •7‘'‘<i«* . .,*■ 

' ■ ’.'  • Vis'* 


^tl 


h 


■!i\r:ijtf^^-. 


-.IS 

1* 


V'}' 


^ T'A^V'^b 

'"■  ■'•''*^^-»».i6t^M  a:i7  3m 

[['  ^U3^s 

•^i->»;J  »jrj  / 

-M 

V i ‘-♦w 

'‘■■t'b  i!»bJ<f  .^'?aoTivB 


- ri 

•*  ri 


■^^iMyjf'rrjo-: 


' iff  '% 


™;.'  «i-M.'':;V.,.;,'!M*r''‘  ‘A. 

■'  ■ iT.r>v  ) S‘f  , 


Copies  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Outback  Mobile  Home 
Settlement  sent  to  the  following: 


Mr.  Ronald  Brist,  Box  114  Olney 

Montana  Environmental  Quality  Council  Box  215  Capitol  Station  Helena 
Montana  Fish  & Game  Department  Mitchell  Bldg.  Attn:  Jim  Posewitz,  Helena 
Montana  State  Forestry  Attn:  Jim  Gragg,  Highway  93  North  Kalispell 
Montana  State  Dept,  of  Health  & Env.  Sciences  Attn  Ark  Clarkson,  Helena 
Montana  State  Dept.,  Intergovernmental  Relations  Div.  of  Planning  & Economic 
Development  Capitol  Station,  Helena 
Montana  State  Library  930  E.  Lyndale,  Helena 

Mr.  Ben  Wake,  Administrator,  Environmental  Sciences  Div,  Helena 

USDA  Forest  Service,  Flathead  Nat'l  Forest,  Forest  Supervisor,  290  N.  Main  Kalispell 

Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Flathead  Co.  Courthouse,  Kalispell 

Flathead  Area-wide  Planning  Organization,  3 Ford  Bldg,  Kalispell 

B.  C.  McIntyre,  M.D.  Flathead  County  Health  Officer  Box  427  Whitefish 

Mr.  Les  Espeland,  Flathead  Co.  Sanitarian  Box  919  Kalispell 

Mr.  Wayne  Herman,  President  Flathead  Wildlife,  Inc.  Box  4 Kalispell 

Mr.  John  Cochrane,  Flathead  Lakers,  Inc.  Box  447  Big  Arm 

Dr.  Lawrence  Sonstelie,  President  FVCC  Ecology  Club,  Kalispell 

Student  Environmental  Research  Center  Room  212  Venture  Center,  Missoula 

Mr,  Bob  Muth,  Montana  Wilderness  Assoc.  Flathead  Chapter,  Rt.4  Kalispell 

Dr.  John  Tibbs,  Director,  U of  M Biological  Station,  Bigfork,  59911 

Trout  Unlimited  % Mr.  Gary  Hanson,  136  1st  Ave . W.  Kalispell 

Flathead  Tomorrow,  Box  173  Bigfork  Ms.  Kathy  Thompson 

Mr.  Dean  Marquardt,  809  1st  Ave.  E.  Kalispell 

Ms.  Beverly  Boe  2 6th  Ave.  W.  Kalispell 
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TALLY  LAKE  QUADRANGLE 

MONTANA -FLATHEAD  CO. 

7.5  MINUTE  SERIES  (TOPOGRAPHIC) 


48°30' 


Round 

ImdQMV 


580  000 
FEET 


3230’ 


ARV 


2730" 

5^70 


JOSEPH  W.  SABOL  chairman 
DEAN  HANSON  1 

RILEY  OSTBY 
HERBERT  HUENNEKENS 


MEMBERS  OF  THE  BOARD 


Kalispell 


THOMAS  L.  JUDGE,  governor 

GARY  WICKS,  DIRECTOR 


Box  22h 


59901 


728  4300 

1-  2705  SPURGIN  ROAD 

Montana  missoula.  Montana  59801 


March  5,  197U 

016.8  - Outback  Mobile 
Home  Settlement 


Mr.  Drvid  Hunallee 
Public  Health  Engineer 

Montana  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 

Glacier  Block 

Kalispell,  Montana,  59901 

Dear  Mr.  Nunallee: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  respond  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  "Outback  Mobile  Home  Settlement",  proposed  trailer  court  near 
Olney,  Montana.  Mr.  Tom  Vars,  Unit  Forester,  Stillwater  State  Forest,  and 
myself  have  reviewed  the  statement  and  offer  the  following  comments: 

1)  Access  to  the  settlement  is  described  as  running  along  the  section  line 
between  Sections  3 and  3h,  then  k and  33*  The  attached  map  shows  access 
as  described  but  then  turning  northward  onto  State  land  in  Section  33, 
and  lastly,  southward  to  the  settlement  site.  Has  this  been  established 
as  a county  road,  or  is  it  necessary  to  obtain  right-of-way?  Has  any 
provisions  been  made  for  improvement  of  the  road  with  Section  33?  Portions 
of  the  existing  road  have  little  or  no  drainage  and  surfacing  and  would  cer- 
tainly cause  difficulties  until  improved  to  hancile  the  increased  load.  The 
State  will  continue  to  use  the  access  road  for  forest  management  activities. 
The  uses  are  compatable,  but  increased  useage  will  necessitate  road 
improvement  work. 

2)  The  school  district  affect  is  not  developed  in  the  statement.  If  the 
Olney  school  would  be  utilized,  I suspect  considerable  impact  on  the 
sm.all,  rural  facility.  Was  the  school  board  notified? 

3)  Is  there  any  provisions  for  structural  fire  protection?  I believe  the 
area  is  outside  the  Olney  Volunteer  fire  district.  The  township  line 
between  Section  33  and  h is  the  boundary  between  State  of  Montana  and 

U.  S.  Forest  Service  forest  fire  protection  districts;  however,  they  are 
not  responsible  for  structural  fires. 

1|)  Are  there  any  pro-\ri,sions  toward  the  need  of  increased  garbage  deposits 
(green  boxes)  or  hauling  facilities.  The  State  forest  lands  have  been 
use(3  frequently  as  unauthorized  dumping  sites. 
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Letter-  ^lunallee-  P.2 


5)  Portions  of  adjoining  State  lands  are  utilized  for  cattle  grazing 
during  the  summer  months.  Undoubtedly,  additional  fencing  and  cattle 
guards  may  become  necessary  around  the  settlement. 

6)  ill  though  your  SIS  is  well  done,  you  may  want  to  improve  its  effective- 
ness by  mailing  copies  to  more  local  citizens  and  groups  such  as  in 
Olney  and  idiitefish. 

If  the  llontana  Division  of  Forestry  can  be  of  any  further  assistance  in  con- 
sideration of  the  proposal,  please  feel  free  to  contact  me  at  any  time. 

Sincerely, 


James  F.  Gragg,  Supervisor  IW  Area 


JFGrg 

cc:  Vars 

Gal  file 

016.8 


United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 

FOREST  SERVICE 


RECEIVED 

APR  2 4 19?'' 


Tally  Lake  Hanger  District 
Whitefish,  Montana  59937 


MONTANA  QcHAKTMENT  OF  HEALTH 
AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCES 
KALISPELL  OFF'FF 


r 


Mr.  David  Nunnallee 
Public  Health  Engineer 

Dept,  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 
Kalispell,  Montana  59901 


8400 


Dear  Mr.  Nunnallee; 

In  reference  to  your  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
Outback  Mobile  Home  Settlement,  the  following  are  our  comments: 

Sewage  disposal  appears  to  be  a critical  segment  of  the  proposed 
development.  Soil  types  within  the  area,  from  all  indications, 
are  good  types  for  good  dispersion  of  waste  materials.  Layering 
of  gravels  and  clays  could  have  possibilities  of  causing  liquids 
to  flow  laterally  and  reach  nearby  streams. 

Ground  water  depths  vary  throughout  the  year,  especially  during 
spring  run-off  periods.  Both  Good  Creek  and  Stillwater  River  drain- 
ages are  within  the  immediate  area  of  the  development  and  could  in- 
fluence the  ground  water  depth,  depending  upon  the  year. 

The  area  adjacent  to  the  development,  approximately  one-fourth  of  a 
mile  west,  is  National  Forest  land.  Present  plans  are  to  harvest 
potstick  sales  from  this  area  this  spring  and  manage  the  land  for 
timber  products.  Last  fall  this  area  was  inventoried,  and  from  the 
habitat  type  encountered,  is  considered  highly  productive.  Depending 
upon  the  degree  of  management,  this  area  could  be  more  productive 
than  at  the  present. 

The  surrounding  environment  has  a greater  value  than  indicated  in 
the  impact  statement.  Wildlife  and  fisheries  inputs  should  be 
further  Investigated  to  determine  populations,  needs,  and  future 
demands . 

Stream-bed  channelization  should  be  examined.  It  was  only  mentioned. 
This  could  have  some  Impacts  which  need  in-depth  studies. 
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feel  the  proposed  project  Is  environmentally  sound. 


Sincerely 


'd.  ^ 

KLINE 


Tally  Lake  District  Ranger 


Thomas  J.  Lynaugh 


March  25,  1974 


rpi"r/H;anh-and  Environmental  Sciences 
Box  1031 

Kali  spell,  Montana  59901 


rLrreviewed  your  draft  EIS  for  the  OuthacE  Motile  Home  Settlement  near  Olney. 

May  we  suggest  that  alternatives  2.  3 and  4 '^"^^^J^’^e^th^prerogative  to  deter- 
r/nealth^l  not  a land  P1 -n-^^^^^-^^re'.trernrtlves  might  be  to  remove  or  not 

Tremre  sanitary  restHctions  from  the  property. 

On  the  other  hand,  pointing  out  other  to^th^potential  value  of  the 

-p^f^n^o^^l^irtuf  pu^pfse?!  Th^s^^^y^e  more  desirable  than  the  more  re- 

stricted  viewpoint.  . , 

: „ould  appreciate  having  your  thoughts  on  the  matter  of  EIS  alternatives  .n  gen 

Thanhs  for  your  efforts  toward  compliance  with  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  • 
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orF'CF 


LOREN  L.  BAHLS,  Ph.D. 
Staff  Ecologist 


LLB/kk 


FLATHEAD  COUNTY 
HEALTH  DEPARTMENT 


LES  ESPELAND  R.S. 

COUNTY  SANITARIAN 

a.e.  SCHOENHUTH  R.S. 

ASST.  COUNTY  SANITARIAN 


Box  919  Kallspell.  Montana  Phone  756-9481 


BRUCE  c.  McIntyre  m.d. 

COUNTY  HEALTH  OFFICER 


March  7,  1974 


□avid  Munnallee,  P.E. 

□apartment  of  Health 
P.^.  Box  1D31 
halispell,  Mt.  599D1 

Subject:  DUTBACK  MOBILE  HOME  SETTILMEIMT 


MARION  FINLEY  R.N. 

COUNTY  NURSE 

THELMA  STROM  R.N. 

ASST.  COUNTY  NURSE 


mar  1 J iy/4 

OF  HEALTH 

A^D  ENVIRON, MENTAL  SCIENCES 
!.,A'  OTFICE 


□ear  Sir; 

I visited  the  proposed  subdivision  Dctaber  11,  1973 , making  notes  during 
this  time.  I also  spoke  with  Mrs.  Robert  Brist  for  information. 


gnils  and  Toooaraphv  . 

As  indicated^i^.  the^impact  statement,  the  soil  consistencv  varies  fro 
a gravelly  clayey  interspersed  with  rock  and  sand  to  a sandy  loam 
Test  holes  and  the  uiell  logue  indicate  a thick  subsurface  layer  of 
clay.  The  static  uater  level  was  recorded  at  19  feet  in  the  uell  near 
the^Brist  home.  This  may  be  a relative  indication  of  the  uatertable. 

An  old  meander  ch.mnel  uas  evident  through  the  proposed  site.  It  is 
my  opinion  that  this  is  merely  a remnant  of  the  once  prevalent  leaver 
Btre^  deversification.  Bince  the  soils  of  the  area  are  rather  imps i me, 
it  is  quite  likely  that  beaver  damning  upstream  caused  the  meandering 
long  ago. 


Current  Agricultural  Use  _ . . 

The  land  appeared  to  be  heavily  overgrazed  durring  my  visit.  Comments 
from  the  local  ranching  community  indicated  this  may  have  beencaused 
by  grazing  of  the  land  during  the  wrong  seasons.  Grazing  durring  .e 
wet  months  allows  the  upheaval  and  dislodging  of  root  structures  by  t ■ 
foraging  animals.  The  moderately  grazed  adjacent  lands  did  ot exhibit 
the  same  barren  appearance. 


Short  Term  vs.  Long  Term  Uses  _ ^ . 

The  labor  force  of  the  area  is  chiefly  engaged  in  seasonal  logging. 

Many  of  thL'se  people  live  in  trailer  liomes,  a good  number  of  which 
have  l-proper  u.at,  r ,„-.d  seuage  racilities.  The  long  tern,  iTapact  to 
the  surrounding  environment  can  only  be  termed  detrimental.  e . 

i„medi,,tB  effect  to  the  environmenta  of  the  families  ooinq  the  development 
can  only  be  termed  beneficial 
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Septic  System  Design 

The  septic  system  design  as  presented  this  office  is  not  consistent 
with  good  engineering  practice  nor  state  or  county  regulations. 

Please  find  attached  a table  indicating  the  proper  sizing  for  both 
septic  tank  and  drainfield  size. 

Conclusion 

The  planning  and  location  of  the  development  from  a public  healthi  view 
point  is  guite  good.  The  physical  characteristics  of  soils,  topograpliy, 
Luatertable  and  mater  supply  are  beneficial  to  the  developmr^ot  in  many 
respects.  The  ethical  guestion  here  is:  IMatural  environmental  depredation 
vs.  human  life  style. 


A . cV^cl^'e nhu th  , R . S . 
Asst.  County  Sanitarian 


cc.  Dr  B.C.  McIntyre,  M.D. 
County  C immisioners 
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□UTBACh  MOBILE  HOME  SETTLEMENT 


SPACE  NUMBER 

CORRECT  SEPTIC 
TANK  SIZE  ^ 

CORRECT  TILE 

LINE  length  2 

1-3 

1250  gal. 

4 § B5' 

4&5 

IDOC 

OK 

6-10 

2000 

6 @ 95' 

11&12 

logo 

3 § 75' 

13-lB 

2250 

B § B5' 

19-20 

1000 

3 (3  75' 

21-24&3B-4D 

2500 

B (3  100' 

25-29 

2000 

6 @ 95' 

3D-32&41 

1500 

OK 

33-37 

2000 

OK 

^ From  regulation  54,5DB  (Frailer  Court  Regulations) 

^ From  the  'Manual  of  Septic  tank  Practice'  U.S.  Dept.  Of  H.E.U. 
using  an  application  rate  of  1,1  gallons  of  seuage  per  square 
foot  per  day. 
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I STATE  OF  MOIMTAIMA  Helena,  Montana  59601 


September  25 , 1974 


SEP  2 I 1974 


John  S.  AndersonM.D, 

DIRECTOR 


Honorable  Thomas  Judge,  Governor,  State  o£  Montana,  Helena 
Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 
City-County  Planning  Board,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 
City- County  Health  Department,  Box  639,  Bozeman 
Gallatin  County  Attorney,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 
Jim  DeWolfe,  Bozeman  Chronicle,  Bozeman 
Morrison-Maierle,  Inc.,  910  Helena  Avenue,  Bozeman 

Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning,  Helena 
Department  of  State  Lands,  Helena 

Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation,  Helena 
Department  of  Highways,  Helena 

Ronald  Schleyer,  Lee  State  Bureau,  317  Allen,  Helena 
Rick  Graetz,  Box  894,  Helena 

Perry  Nelson,  Gallatin  Sportsmen's  Association,  526  North  Bozeman  Ave.,  Bozeman 

Louis  Moos,  Sacajawea  Audubon  Society,  712  South  13  Ave.,  Bozeman 

Mary  Lee  Reese,  29  South  Alta,  Helena 

Dr.  Richard  C.  Ritter,  Box  1170,  Bozeman 

James  Posewitz,  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Helena 

Gallatin  National  Forest,  Federal  Building,  Bozeman 

Charles  Bxadley,  1105  South  Tracy,  Bozeman 

Northern  Rockies  Action  Group,  #9  Placer  Street,  Helena 

Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena 

Ken  Porter,  502  South  Grand,  Bozeman 

Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212  Venture  Center, 

University  of  Montana,  Missoula 
Montana  State  Library,  Helena 

Doris  Milner,  Montana  Wilderness  Association,  Route  1,  Box  1410,  Hamilton 
Ed  Nbhler,  The  Gallatin  County  Tribune,  201  Mendenhall,  Bozeman 
Bozeman  Public  Library,  Bozeman 

Environmental  Studies  Department,  Larry  Uman,  University  of  Montana,  Missoula 

Gallatin  Canyon  Study  Team,  Montana  State  University,  Bozeman 

Consumer  Advocate,  Governor's  Office,  Helena 

Rick  Applegate,  Box  931,  Bozeman 

Joe  Sabol,  Attorney,  27  North  Tracy,  Bozeman 

Elizabeth  Smith,  2311  Highland  Court,  Bozeman 

James  Goetz,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 

Raymond  Hurley,  Joe  Brooks  Chapter,  Trout  Unlimited,  Box  271,  Livingston 
Dorothy  Bradley,  Box  931,  Bozeman 

Keith  M.  Thompson,  U.S.  Forest  Service,  Federal  Building,  Missoula 
Mike  Baker,  Box  843,  Big  Sky  ■ ■■'■■■ 


Karst  Guest  Ranch,  Box  1055,  Bozeman 


EnviroroTiental  Information  Center,  Box  12,  Helena 
Paul  T.  Richards,  902  North  Park,  Helena 

Dan  Smith,  Citizens  Alert  for  Guided  Growth,  812  South  Eighth,  Bozeman 

Earl  Best,  Bridger  Canyon  Planning  ^ Zoning  Commission,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

Gallatin  County  Tribune,  201  E.  Mendenhall,  Bozeman 

Leroy  W.  Spain,  Bozeman 

Donald  A.  Corcoran,  1415  W.  Koch,  Bozeman 


Ladies  and  Gentlemen: 

The  attached  document  has  been  issued  as  an  addendum  to  the  draft  and  final  environ- 
mental impact  statements  for  the  proposed  Karst  Village  No.  1 Subdivision  in  Gallatin 
County.  As  noted  on  the  attached  revised  plot  of  the  proposed  subdivision,  the  name 
has  been  changed  to  Parkview  West. 

This  addendum  has  been  published  to  inform  the  concerned  public  and  governmental 
agencies  of  information  that  has  become  available  since  publication  of  a supple- 
ment to  the  final  environmental  impact  statement  on  February  20,  1974. 

All  comments  regarding  this  addendum  should  be  received  by  this  department  within 
15  days  from  the  date  on  this  letter. 

Sincerely, 

D.  G.  Willems,  P.E.,  Chief 
Water  Quality  Bureau 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 


cc:  Ben  Wake 


September  20,  1974 


IDNTANA  STATE  DEPAR'EVIENT  OF  HEALTH 
AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCES 


Addendum  to  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for 

Parkview  West  Subdivision 


Parkview  West  is  located  in  Section  1,  Township  6 South,  Range  4 East.  The  area  con- 
tained within  the  boundaries  of  the  proposed  subdivision  is  a portion  of  a previously 
proposed  subdivision  - Karst  Village  No.  1.  The  present  plot  embraces  64ol4  acres  con- 
taining 37  individual  single  family  lots,  each  with  an  area  in  excess  of  one-acre 
which  is  a decrease  of  32  lots  from  the  original  plat. 

There  is  a total  of  5.809  acres  of  park  area  within  the  development.  This  area  being 
set  aside  for  the  use  of  the  residents  within  the  development  and  the  public  at  large. 
The  park  area,  as  can  be  seen  on  the  plat,  is  mainly  adjacent  and  contiguous  to  the 
West  Gallatin  River  so  as  to  provide  an  area  easily  accessible  and  of  maximum  use  to 
those  who  choose  to  use  it.  In  accordance  with  Section  11-3864(1),  Revised  Codes  of 
Montana,  one-ninth  (1/9)  of  the  combined  area  of  the  lots  in  the  development  is  re- 
quired to  be  set  aside  for  park.  One-ninth  (1/9)  of  the  combined  lot  area  in  the 
development  is  5.311  acres.  An  additional  one-half  acre  of  park  land  over  and  above 
the  present  existing  legal  requirement  has  been  set  aside. 

In  addition  to  the  5.809  acres  which  have  been  reserved  for  park  dedication,  two  areas, 
one  containing  0.314  acres  and  the  other  containing  0.625  acres,  have  been  reserved 
as  open  space.  The  two  areas  designated  as  open  space  are  not  numbered  as  lots,  and 
therefore  are  not  subject  to  removal  of  any  sanitary  restrictions. 

The  domestic  water  supply  for  the  individual  lots  within  the  development  will  be 
obtained  by  individual  water  wells.  The  developers  have  previously  drilled  three 
test  wells  within  the  development.  As  noted  on  the  attached  plat  the  wells  are  located 
on  Lots  4,  34  and  the  0.625-acre  open  space.  The  attached  well  logs  demonstrate  that 
the  wells  were  drilled  to  a depth  of  50  feet  on  Lot  34,  60  feet  on  Lot  4 and  140  feet 
on  the  open  space  with  production  after  four  hours  of  pumping  of  40,10  and  5 gallons 
per  minute  respectively. 

According  to  MAC  16-2.14(10)-S14340,  individual  water  supply  systems  shall  be  con- 
structed to  provide  an  adequate  quantity  of  water  which  is  free  of  and  protected  from 
bacteriological  contamination  and  is  of  a satisfactory  chemical  quality  so  as  to  cause 
no  unfavorable  physiological  effects  on  those  consuming  the  water.  The  sanitary 
quality  of  the  water  will  be  in  accordance  with  the  U.  S.  Public  Health  Service  Drink- 
ing Water  Standards.  The  chemical  quality  will  be  as  set  forth  in  criteria  established 
for  the  review  of  chemical  analyses  of  water  by  the  department.  From  the  attached 
analyses  of  water  samples  from  wells  in  the  area  of  Parkview  West  Subdivision  it  is 
evident  that  well  water  in  this  area  meets  all  the  U.  S.  Public  Health  Service  Drink- 
ing Water  Standards. 


In  addition  MAC  16- 2. 14 (10) -S14340  states  that: 

(a)  The  water  system  shall  provide  a sustained  yield  of  at  least  five 
gallons  per  minute  per  dwelling.  A test  of  at  least  four  Iiours’ 
duration  shall  be  conducted  to  determine  yield  and  ma^cimum  drawdoim. 

(b)  The  water  supply  source  shall  be  so  located  as  to  be  adequately  nro- 
tected  against  contamination. 

In  order  to  adequately  protect  a water  supply  against  contamination  the  IJ.  f.  Public 
Health  Service  has  recommended  the  following  minimum  distance  requirements • 


TO 


FROM 

Septic 

Tank 

Absorption 

Field 

Seepage 

Pit 

Absorption 

Bed 

Well 

50 

100 

100 

100 

It  appears  that  all  the  above  criteria  can  be  met  on  Parkview  West  Subdivision  except 
possibly  on  Lots  6,7  and  8,  where  a sustained  yield  of  five  (5)  gallons  per  minute  may 
be  difficult.  Therefore  any  future  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Science 
approval  of  this  subdivision  would  exclude  these  lots  until  adequate  evidence  is  sub- 
mitted that  a sustained  yield  of  domestic  water  can  be  supplied  at  a rate  of  five  (5) 
gallons  per  minute  on  these  lots. 

In  addition  in  order  to  provide  additional  protection  against  contamination  of  the 
water  supply  the  Water  Quality  Bureau  will  require  a minimum  well  depth  of  fifty  (50) 
feet  as  a condition  for  any  subdivision  plat  approval  even  though  the  department  only 
requires  a 25  foot  depth  as  a minimum  standard. 

The  amount  of  water  available  in  the  well  on  Lot  34  is  sufficient  to  supply  the  domestic 
water  needs  for  several  lots.  The  developers  propose  to  use  this  well  to  supply  the 
water  needs  for  the  residences  of  Lots  30  through  37  thus  eliminating  the  necessity 
for  further  well  drilling  in  the  area. 

A public  water  system  is  described  as  one  that  serves  ten  (10)  residences  or  tv;enty- 
five  (25)  persons  and  requires  a licensed  operator.  The  proposal  to  serve  the  Lots 
30  through  37  with  a central  water  system  does  not  constitute  a public  water  system. 
However,  according  to  MAC  16-2.14(10) -S14340,  Section  (4)  (d)  (ii)  details  of  con- 
struction of  a water  system  must  be  submitted.  Until  this  regulation  is  complied  with, 
any  proposed  subdivision  plat  approval  would  be  based  upon  individual  wells  only. 

Solid  waste  disposal  within  the  proposed  development  will  be  handled  by  comm.ercial  con- 
tract with  a local  trash  removal  firm  in  the  City  of  Bozeman.  Solid  waste  removal  will 
of  necessity,  and  by  covenant,  be  under  strict  supervision.  No  burning  or  burying  of 
trash  will  be  allowed  within  the  development.  All  residents  of  the  development  will 
be  required  to  place  all  solid  waste  within  a tightly  closed  steel  container  and  to 
be  kept  there  subject  to  its  removal  by  the  commercial  contract  hauler. 


2 


Test  hole  31  B had  water  at  96  .inches.  This  hole  is  located  near  the  eastern  end  of 
the  lot.  Any  septic  tank  drainfield  would  be  located  on  the  western  end  of  the  lot 
where  hole  31  A was  dry  at  ten  feet.  Test  hole  33  had  groundwater  at  78  inches,  but 
this  hole  is  located  along  the  park  boundary.  Test  holes  36  and  37  had  groundwater 
at  90  inches,  but  are  located  near  the  park  boundary  several  hundred  feet  from  any 
proposed  drainfield  site. 

The  question  of  potential  pollution  to  the  West  Gallatin  River  had  been  raised. 

Nutrient  enrichment  of  this  "Blue  Ribbon  Trout  Stream"  is  of  concern  to  many.  Nitrogen 
and  phosphorus  are  the  usual  elements  that  can  accelerate  the  eutrophication  process. 
The  worst  possible  situation  would  be  if  all  thirty- seven  lots  were  aeveloped  and 
occupied  the  year  around  by  average  families  and  their  sewage  would  be  discharged 
directly  into  the  river. 

In  this  hypothetical  situation  the  37  lots  would  be  occupied  by  an  average  of  3.2 
persons  resulting  in  a population  of  118  people  producing  an  average  of  23,600  liters 
of  sewage  per  day.  With  an  average  nitrogen  content  of  20  mg  per  liter  and  an  average 
of  10  mg  per  liter  phosphorus,  the  daily  production  of  sewage  would  contain  472  grams 
of  nitrogen  and  236  grams  of  phosphorus. 

The  lowest  river  flow  recorded  at  the  U.S.G.S.  gauging  station  downstream  from  Parkview 
West  Subdivision  was  117  cfs.  If  all  the  nitrogen  and  phosphorus  from  the  sewage 
produced  on  the  subdivision  were  discharged  into  the  river  at  low  flow,  the  nitrogen 
concentration  due  to  this  discharge  would  be  0.0018  mg/1  and  the  phosphorus  content 
0.0009  mg/1.  This  compares  to  an  average  of  0.038  mg/1  phosphorus  and  0.007  mg/1 
nitorgen  now  in  the  river.  These  are  far  below  the  levels  that  cause  accelerated 
eutrophication. 

This  ultimate  absurdity  could  never  become  a reality  for  the  soil  system  has  the 
capacity  to  renovate  sewage  to  a high  degree  as  evidenced  by  results  of  federal  and 
state  research. 

Such  studies  have  been  conducted  by  the  Cincinnati  Water  Research  Laboratory  of  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Administration  (now  E.P.A.).  They  have  demonstrated 
this  high  degree  of  renovation  of  sewage  in  the  soil  system.  Using  sewage  effluent 
containing  24.1  mg/1  total  nitrogen  and  8.5  mg/1  total  phosphorus  and  filtering 
this  through  five  feet  of  bare  silt  loam  and  five  feet  of  silt  loam  with  a reed  canary 


grass  the  following  renovation 

was  achieved: 

Average 

Average 

Total 

Total 

COD 

Amm-N 

Nitrogen 

Phosphorus 

Removal  % 

Removal  % 

Removal  % 

Removal  % 

Bare  Silt  Loam 

91 

96 

48 

98 

Reed  Canary  Grass 

84 

96 

85 

99 

Loaded  at  the  rate  of  1 gal/sq.  ft. /day 

As  can  be  expected  phosphorus  removal  is  very  high  as  the  soil  system  has  a tremendous 
capacity  to  "fix"  or  retain  phosphorus.  Renovation  of  sewage  effluent  with  respect  to 
total  nitrogen  is  less  under  conditions  of  bare  soil  than  under  a grass  cover.  This 
can  be  expected  for  several  reasons. 
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As  most  inorganic  nitrogen  in  sev/age  if  ammonium  form,  it  is  not  directly 

available  for  utilization  by  plar  *:  -.  Jrme  of  this  ammonia-N  becomes  involved  in 
the  cation  exchange  complex  in  tb^  'ii  /-  retainedo  Within  a few  feet  of 

enteri]^  the  soil  system^  much  of  ^ nitrogen  is  converted  to  the  sol- 

uble nitrate  nitrogen  and  is  availoL . ir  *]drnt  useo  Thus,  the  vegetative  cover 
reduces  leaching  of  effluent  in  tlic  soil  because  water  and  nutrients  are  taken  up 
by  the  plants  „ Of  further  benefit  is  the  c^apability  of  grass  to  increase  de- 
nitrificationc  Grass  roots  produce  o>ygen  acceptors  that  reduce  the  oxygen  in 
the  soil  solution  near  the  roots.  Idtizosphere  organisms  utilize  the  oxygen 
in  nitrates  during  breakdown  of  root  excretions  with  resultant  production  and  loss 
of  nitrogen  gas. 

Similar  results  were  obtained  in  studies  at  the  Pennsylvania  State  University  where 
sewage  effluent  was  spray  irrigated  on  hardwood  plots.  The  table  on  the  next  page 
shows  the  average  concentration  of  constituents  in  percolated  water  saiq^les  at 
various  soil  depths  in  these  studies. 

As  can  be  seen^  the  sewage  effluent  has  been  renovated  to  such  an  extent  the  perco- 
lating waters  contain  2.3  milligrams  per  liter  total  nitrogen  and  0.05  milligrams 
per  liter  phosphorus  at  48  inches. 

In  terms  of  Parkview  West  subdivision,  this  means  that  any  percolating  waters  that 
could  reach  groundwater  would  have  a high  degree  of  treatment.  The  septic  tank 
drainfields  would  be  installed  at  a depth  of  one  foot  below  the  natural  ground  sur- 
face in  order  to  utilize  as  much  of  the  soil  system  for  treatment  as  possible. 

This  further  maximizes  evapotranspiration  of  soil  moisture  (estimated  at  about  26 
inches  per  year  at  Parkview  West)  and  reduces  the  amount  of  water  available  for 
percolation  down  to  groundwater. 

It  is  recognized  that  a vegetative  cover  does  not  contribute  significantly  to 
evapotranspiration  during  the  winter  months  or  utilizes  water  and  nutrients 
during  the  dormant  season.  However,  the  soil  system  in  the  vicinity  of  the  sub- 
surface sewage  disposal  system  does  remain  biologically  active  due  to  warm  septic 
tank  effluent  entering  the  system.  Thus,  the  treatment  or  renovation  mechanisms 
in  the  soil  system  remain  active. 

In  short,  it  is  inpossible  to  state  that  percolating  waters  that  originated  as  septic 
tank  effluent  would  never  reach  the  groundwater.  However,  this  water  would  have  a 
high  degree  of  treatment  with  respect  to  nutrient  removal.  As  this  state  does  not 
have  standards  set  for  groundwater  quality,  the  U,  S,  Public  Health  Service 
drinking  water  standards  are  currently  the  basic  criteria.  As  far  as  criteria 
are  concerned,  the  recommended  limit  for  nitrate  (45  milligrams  per  liter)  is 
probably  of  greatest  concern.  The  evidence  is  that  the  groundwaters  beneath 
Parkview  West  subdivision  will  continue  to  be  better  than  these  standards. 

From  the  data  submitted,  the  test  well  drilling  and  the  groundwater  observations 
made  over  the  past  three  years,  it  appears  that  the  proposed  Parkview  West  sub- 
division is  in  conpliance  with  Sections  69-5001  through  5005,  R.C.M,  1947  and  all 
rules  and  regulations  made  and  promulgated  pursuant  thereto,  except  for  Lots  1,  6, 

7 and  8. 
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Concentration  in  mg/ liter 
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Pursuant  to  findings  and  facts  as  determined  by  law  in  the  court  of  the  Honorable 
Gordon  R.  Bennett,  the  consulting  engineering  firm  of  Morrison-Maierle  Inc  was 
retained  by  the  developers  to  perform  the  testing  necessary  to  comply  with  all  the 
laws  and  regulations  that  were  in  effect  on  August  1,  1974.  The  subdivision  was  re- 
surveyed creating  37  lots  ranging  in  size  from  1.022-acres  to  2.377-acres.  This  con- 
forms to  the  minimum  lots  size  requirements  as  set  forth  in  MAC  16-2, 14ri0') -514340 
Section  (4)  (2)  which  states: 

When  individual  water  supply  and  sewage  systems  ar>e  to  he  provided  to 
serve  the  property^  the  minimum  size  will  be  determined  hy  soil  porosity 
and  groundwater  depths  the  amount  of  water  usage  anticipated^  and  will  be 
not  less  than  one  acre  in  usable  area  hut  may  be  more  if  so  indicated  by 
the  data  submitted.  When  either  an  individual  water  system  or  an  individual 
sewage  system  is  to  be  provided  to  serve  the  property  and  the  other  service 
^s  to  be  provided  by  a public  water  or  sewer  system^  the  lot  size  will  be 
determined  by  the  physical  characteristics  listed  above  and  will  be  not  less 
than  20^000  square  feet  of  usable  area  but  may  he  more  if  so  indicated  hy 
applicable  data  and  the  rules  pertaining  thereto.  Usable  area  of  the  lots 
which  is  suitable  for  construction  purposes  does  not  include  land  which 
Hes  within  the  lOO-year  flood  plain^  is  under  water  at  certain  times  of 
the  year  or  has  extensive  rock  outcroppings. 

As  can  be  seen  the  area  suitable  for  construction  purposes  meets  or  exceeds  the 
minimum  required. 

The  results  of  percolation  tests  conducted  by  an  engineer  from  Morrison-Maierle  Inc 
^d  the  description  of  the  soil  logs  are  attached  and  keyed  to  the  accompanying  plat! 
ercolation  test  results  were  within  the  range  deemed  satisfactory  for  subsurface 
sewage  disposal.  Rates  slower  than  60  minutes  per  inch  indicate  the  soil  will  not 
accept  septic  tank  effluent  rapidly  enough  for  proper  disposal.  Rates  faster  than 

5 minutes  per  inch  indicate  soil  conditions  that  may  not  afford  maximum  treatment  to 
septic  tank  effluent.  Percolation  rates  at  Parkview  West  Subdivision  ranged  from 

6 to  60  minutes  per  inch. 

Attached  is  a conpilation  of  groundwater  observations  that  have  been  made  at  the 
proposed  subdivision  from  May  1971  to  August  1974.  The  observation  holes  are 
keyed  to  the  attached  plat.  As  can  be  seen  water  was  observed  in  nine  (9)  of  the 
holes.  However,  the  location  of  these  holes  and  the  depth  to  groundwater  should  be 
noted.  Parkview  Plat  Test  No,  I is  located  in  the  park.  Although  Parkview  Plat 
Test  No.  II  is  located  at  the  extreme  eastern  edge  of  Lot  20  the  portion  of  the  lot 
west  of  the  hole  is  on  a terrace  five  or  six  feet  higher  than  the  elevation  of  the 
test  hole.  The  observation  hole  on  Lot  I indicates  that  the  groundwater  conditions 
on  this  lot  render  it  unsatisfactory  for  on-site  sewage  disposal.  Therefore  this 
lot  would  be  excluded  from  any  proposed  Certificate  of  Subdivision  Plat  Approval,' 

The  test  hole  on  Lot  26  at  location  A indicates  groundwater  at  78".  This  hole  is 
at  the  base  of  the  hill  and  the  groundwater  regieme  is  affected  by  upslope  in- 
fluences rather  than  from  the  river.  Although  this  depth  to  groundwater  more  than 
allows  for  the  required  (U.  S.  Public  Health  Service  and  MAC  16-2.14(10) -S14340) 
four  foot  separation  of  the  groundwater  and  the  bottom  of  a drainfield,  this  location 
IS  not  needed  as  a drainfield  site  on  Lot  26.  Tlie  test  hole  at  site  B on  Lot  26 
was  dry  at  ten  feet. 
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Proposed  Action 

Fifteen  days  after  issuance  of  tliis  addcnduiii,  the  department  will  petition  the 
court  of  the  Honorable  Cordon  R,  Bennett  to  vacate  the  injunction  prohibiting 
hie  Depar'tnient  of  Healtli  and  Environmental  Sciences  from  approving  the  sub- 
division plat  and  tliereby  removing  tlie  sanitar)^  restrictions  from  all  lots 
except  Lot  1,  6,  7 and  8,  and  water  supply  should  be  by  individual  wells  only. 

In  the  judgment  issued  by  the  Honorable  Gordon  Pv.  Bennett  in  the  case  of  the 
Montana  Wilderness  Association  and  Trout  Unlimited,  Plaintiffs,  verses  the 
Board  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  of  the  state  of  Montana;  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  of  the  state  of  Montana;  the  Board  of 
County  Commissioners  of  Gallatin  County,  Defendants,  and  Donald  A,  Corcoran  and 
LeRoy  W,  Spain,  interveners,  the  court  found  that  in  certain  respects,  the 
Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  was  lax  with  respect  to  laws  and 
regulations  as  pertains  to  the  Montana  Subdivision  and  Platting  Act,  The  depart- 
ment feels  tliat: 

1.  The  question  of  park  dedication  has  been  resolved  by  a new  plat. 

2.  Tlie  requirements  of  current  regulations  MAC  16-2,14(10)-S14340 
(4) (a)  and  (6) (d) (i) (iv)  and  current  laws  Section  69-5001  et, 
seq,,  R.C.M.  1947,  have  been  met, 

3.  Sections  69-6504,  69-4804,  69-4806(1),  69-4808,2(4),  69-4901, 

69-4903,  R.C.M,  1947  requirem.ents  have  been  met  to  the  fullest 
extent  possible. 
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RLTi,R  QUALITY  ANALYSIS 

? 7 

STATE 

E 0 ti  1 A i:  A 

COU  NTY 

GALLATIN 

?lTitulj.-lg!:gi‘i  udl. 

LOCATION 

06S  OLE 

SAhPLE  TYPr. 

FELL 

LAD  NO. 

73  2191 

GEOLOGICAL  SOURCE 

SAMPLE  OR  BOTTLE  NO, 

1 

DRAINAGE  BASH. 

AGENCY  AND  SXATICN  CODE 

WQB 

DATE  SANPLED 

12-01-73 

DEPTH  WATLI'  ENTERS  WELL 

16  FT 

TILE  SAMPLED 

1205 

SDL  ABOVE  ( + ) OR  EELOR  GS 

DATE  ANALYZED 

12-17-73 

ALTITUDE  OF  SAMPLE  POINT 

SAKFLE  HANDLING 

1 ICO 

WATER  FLOW  PATE 

9 

NETHCD  SAEPLLD 

BOTTLE 

FLOW  KEAS  NPTEOD 

KITARY  CONDITION 

PRINCIPAL  USE  OF  WATER 

DOMESTIC 

PROJECT 

PRIVATE 

WATER  SUPPLY  - lUTRATE  LEVEL 

KEPPNEK 

K L f 1 A K S 

KARST  RANCH  GALLATIN  GATEWAY  KOI-iTANA 

PARAMETERS  EE 

PORTED  IK 

KILLIGEAMS  PER  LITER  EXCEPT  AS 

INDICATED 

EG/L 

HEQ/L 

f:G/L 

ri£Q/L 

CALCIUM  (CA) 

1.2 

0.060  BICARBONATE  (iIC03)  183. 

3.00  5 

fvGNLSlUii  (KG) 

0.4 

0.032  CAHEONATE  (C03) 

0, 

0,0 

SODIUM  (MA) 

98. 

4.263  HYDROXIDE  (OH) 

0. 

O.COO 

ITASSIUK  (K) 

CHLORIDE  (CL) 

1,4 

0.0  39 

IT.  IRON  (F£) 

SULFATE  (S04) 

54. 

1,124 

^NGAKESE  (NR) 

NITRATE  (N03) 

2.0 

0.032 

tlLUNINUh  (AL) 

FLUORIDE  (F) 

IILICA  (5102) 

PHOSPHATE  (r04) 

TOTAL 

CATIONS 

4.355  TOTAL 

ANIONS 

4.201 

STANDARD 

DEVIATION 

OF  CATION-ANION  BALANCE  -0,89 

SIGMA 

LABORATORY  PH 

7.20  CARBONATE  HARDNESS  AS 

CAC03 

5 

FIELD  TEEPERATUKE 

1.1  C NON-CARB.  HAIDNESS  AS 

CAC03 

0 

IftLCULATED  DISSOLVED  SOLIDS 

340.4  TOTAL  HARDNESS  AS 

CAC03 

5 

EVAPORATED  SOLIDS 

AT  105  C 

TOTAL  ALKALINITY  AS 

CAC03 

150 

SPECIFIC  CONDUCTANCE  IN 

LANGLIER  SATURATION 

INDEX 

MIC  ROM EOS/C 

M AT  25  C 

435.0  RYSNAR  STABILITY 

INDEX 

SODIUM  ADSORPTION  RATIO 

19.9  TECH.  CORROSION 

INDEX 

ADDITIONAL  PASAriETLPS 

kB.TULBIDITY  (JTU)  <.9 


DTE.  PARAI'ETERS  ABE  TOTAL  DISSOLVE 

(DILUTE  SPECIFIC  CONDUCTANCE 
SAS  DSC  0.  CALC  DSC  433. 

EhECR  DSC  0.0 
lULYST  KK 

'TOTE.  IN  CORRESPONDENCE  LELATB’D  TO 


D UNLESS  LABELED  TR-TOTAL  RECOVERABLE 
PERCENT  REACTANCE  VALUES 
CA  tr.G  NA  K CL  S04  IiC03  C03  N03 

1 1 98  0 ^ 21  12  01 

PROCESSING  PROGRAM  72(EEV3) 
THIS  ANALYSIS  REFER  TO  RUiTBEB  73  215  1 
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HELENA,  MONTANA  59601 


ZLH  L'OALITV  ;jUHEA[J-i10wT  STATE  HEALTfi  5EPT. 

IvATEA  .QUALITY  ANALYfJIS 


..  T A T E 

TI  rUOE-LUNGl  L’li'JE 
GAGPLE  TYPE 
EOLGGICAL  SOURCE 
DRAIN AGa  LASIn 
l'ATE  sampled 
TIHE  SAMPLED 
DATE  ANALYZED 
SAKPLE  HANDLING 
HETHOD  SAMPLED 
NITARY  CONDITION 


ION  i:an  A 

NELL 


12-01-73 

1435 

12- 17-73 
1100 
BOTTLE 


CoiJHTY 
, LOCATION 
LA  3 hO, 
SAMPLE  OR  BOTTLE  NO. 
AGENCY  AND  STATION  CODE 
DEPTH  WATER  ENTERS  WELL 
SWL  ABOVE  ( + ) OH  BELOW  OS 
ALTITUDE  OF  SAMPLE  POINT 
WATER  FLOW  RATE 
FLOW  HE  AS  HETclOD 
PRINCIPAL  USE  OF  WATER 


GALLATIN 
06S  04E  12 
73  2194 
4 

WQB 

25  FT 

1.0 


DOMESTIC 


PROJECT  PRIVATE  WATER  SUPPLY  - NITRATE  LEVEL  -6- 

HEMARK5  W J MCCRACKEN  GALLATIN  GATEWAY  EONTANA 


PAELAHETEHS  REPORTED  IN  MILLIGRAMS  PER  LITER  EXCEPT  AS  INDICATED 


liG/L 

MEQ/L 

tlG/L 

MEQ/L 

CALCIUM  (CA)  38. 

1.872 

OICARBGHATE (HC03) 

159. 

2,599 

GNESIUM  (MG)  8,8 

0.72b 

CARBONATE  (C03) 

0. 

0.0 

SODIUM  (NA)  12. 

0.522 

HYDROXIDE  (OH) 

0, 

0.000 

TASSIUCl  (K) 

CHLORIDE  (CL) 

1,1 

0.031 

T.  IRON  (FE) 

SULFATE  (S04) 

29, 

0.600 

NGANESE  (MH) 

NITRATE  (^303) 

.76 

0.012 

LUHINUa  (AL) 

FLUORIDE  (F) 

ILICA  (SI02) 

PHOSPHATE  (P04) 

TOTAL  CATIONS 

3.  120 

TOTAL  ANIONS 

3.242 

STANDARD  DEVIATION  OF  CATION-ANION  BALANCE  0.' 

79  SIGMA 

LABORATORY  PH 

7.50 

CARBONATE  HARDNESS 

AS  CAC03 

130 

FIELD  TEMPERATURE 

0.4  C 

NON-CARa.  HARDNESS 

AS  CAC03 

0 

LCULATED  DISSOLVED  SOLIDS 

247.6 

TOTAL  HARDNESS 

AS  CAC03 

1 30 

VAPOKATED  SOLIDS  AT  105  C 

TOTAL  ALKALINITY 

AS  CAC03 

1 30 

SPECIFIC  CONDUCTANCE  IN 

LANGLIER  SATURATION  INDEX 

hICH0i1HO3/CM  AT  25  C 

310.0 

RYSNAR  STABILITY  INDEX 

SODIUM  ABSORPTION  RATIO 

0.5 

TECH.  CCRR05 

ION  INDEX 

ADDITIONAL  PARAMETERS 

3, TURBIDITY  {JTU)  <.9 


i^E.  PARAMETERS  ARE  TOTAL  DISSOLVED 
DILUTE  SPECIFIC  CONDUCTANCS 
i/iS  DSC  0.  CALC  DSC  318. 

ERRCk  DSC  0.0 
ALY5T  KK 

OTE.  IN  CORPESPONOENCS  RELATED  TO  ' 


UNLESS  LABELED  TH-TOTAL  HECOVERAELE 
PERCENT  HSACTANCS  VALUES 
CA  NG  NA  K CL  S04  HC03  CO  3 N03 

60  23  17  0 1 13  80  00 

PROCESSING  PROGRAM  72  (REVS) 
.HilS  ANALYSIS  REFER  TO  NUMBER  7 3 2 194 
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HO:iTA:i,\  59601 
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!0  r^v'i-OoHT  OTA'^r: 


ALT(?  D!^PT. 

::  ' - 'i.v  r » l 


srSTE 

MO  NT  A N A 

COUNTY 

GALLATIN 

LAEITUDE-LCEGITUDS 

LOCATION 

ObS  04E  1 

01 

SAMPLE  TYPE 

WELL 

LAB  NO. 

73  2192 

GEOLOGICAL  SOURCE 

SAMPLE  OH  EOTTLE  NO, 

2 

AIN  AGE  BASIN 

AGENCY  AND  STATION  CODE 

NQB 

PATE  S A HP LED 

12-01-73 

D.EPIU  HATER  ENTERS  WELL 

60  FT 

TINE  SAMPLED 

1230 

SWL  ABOVE  ( + ) OH 

BELOW  GS 

DATE  ANALYZED 

12-17-73 

ALTITUDE  OP  SAMPLE  POINT 

SAMPLE  HANDLING 

1 1 00 

WATER 

FLOW  PATE 

retrod  SARPLEO 

BOTTLE 

FLOW  HEAS  METHOD 

SANITARY  CONDITION 

PRINCIPAL  USE 

OF  HATER 

DOMESTIC 

PROJECT 

PRIVATE 

§?ATEn  SUPPLY  - NITRATE  LEVEL 

KEPPNEH 

REM A a AS 

JAMES  R 

CBAHER  GALLATIN  GATEWAY  MONTANA 

‘PARAHLTERS  RE 

PORTED  IN 

KILLIGEAMS  PER  LITSH 

EXCEPT  AS 

INDICATED 

MG/L 

MEQ/L 

MG/L 

MSQ/L 

CALCIUM  (CA) 

48. 

2.412  BICARBONATE  (HCt)3)  213. 

3,  489 

EAGMESIOM  (RG) 

18,  6 

1.533  ^ CARBONATE 

(CO  3) 

0. 

0.0 

SODIUM  (NA) 

12. 

0.522  HYDROXIDE 

(00) 

0. 

O.OOJ 

POTASSIUM  (K) 

CHLOBIDE 

(CL) 

1.0 

0.022 

TOT.  IRON  (EE) 

SULFATE 

(S04) 

45. 

0.  9 37 

RANGANSSS  (NN) 

NITRATE 

(N03) 

1.5 

0,0  24 

ALUnlNUM  (AL) 

FLUORIDE 

(F) 

SILICA  (5102) 

PHOSPHATE 

(P04) 

TOTAL 

CATIONS 

4.467 

TOTAL 

ANIONS 

4,473 

STANDARD 

DEVIATION 

i 0?  CATION-ANION  BAIANCB  0.07 

SIGH  A 

LABO^-iATOaY  PH 
FI£L3  THHPERATUaS 
CALCULATED  DISSOLVED  SOLIDS 
CVAPOLATEO  SOLIDS  AT  105  C 
SPECIFIC  CONDOCTAJJCE  IN 
iUICaOEHOS/Cn  at  25  c 
SQDIUa  ADSORPTION  RATIO 


7.  50 
0.7  C 
339.4 


392.0 

0.  4 


CARBONATE  HARDNESS  AS  CAC03  175 

NON-CARB,  HARDNESS  AS  CAC03  23 

TOTAL  HARDNESS  AS  CAC03  197 

TOTAL  ALKALINITY  AS  CAC03  175 

lANGLISR  SATURATION  I^?DEX 
RYSNAR  STABILITY  INDEX 
TECH.  CORROSION  INDEX 


L A3. TU 33IDITY  (JTU) 


<.9 


ADDITIONAL  PARAMETER: 


NOTE,  PARAMETERS  ARE  TOTAL  DISSOLVED 
DILUTE  SPECIFIC  COJOUCTANCE 
REAS  DSC  0.  CALC  DSC  448. 

ERROR  DSC  0.0 
AUaLYST  KK 

NO  IE.  IN  CORRESPONDENCE  RELATED  TO 


UNLESS  LABELED  TR-TOTAL  RECOVERABLE 
PERCENT  REACTANCE  VALUES 
CA  RG  NA  K CL  30  4 '!C0  3 CO 3 NO 3 

54  34  12  0 1 21  78  0 1 

P HOC  ESS I NG  P H OG  R A H 7 2 ( R E V 3 ) 
HIS  ANALYSIS  REFER  TO  NUMBER  7J  2192 
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PARKVIEW  WEST 


A RECREATIONAL  DEVEL0PMI:NT 


Ciround  Water  Observations 


August  14,  1974 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6* 

Parkview 

Parkview 

Plat 

May  27, 

June  13, 

Oct . 

June  16, 

Aug . 4 K 3 , 

Plat 

Aug.  4 

Test  No. 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1974 

P(U  No. 

1974 

I . 

24” 

24” 

22” 

18” 

30” 

1 

36” 

II. 

31” 

30" 

30” 

28” 

32” 

3 

DRY 

Ill  . 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

3 

DRY 

IV. 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

4 

DRY 

V. 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

5 

DRY 

VI  . 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

6 

DRY 

VII . 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

10 

DRY 

VIII  . 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

1 1 

DRY 

X. 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

12 

DRY 

XI . 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

16 

DRY 

XII  . 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

17 

DRY 

XIII. 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

22 

DRY 

XIV. 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

24 

DRY 

XV. 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

26A 

78” 

XVI . 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

26n 

DRY 

XVII  . 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

29 

DRY 

Measurements  By: 

30 

DRY 

D.  Zollman,  Public  Health  Engineer,  Department  of 
Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 

Developer  - L.  W.  Spain 

Developer,  L.  W.  Spain,  and  A1  Keppner,  Soil 
Scientist,  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental 
Sciences 

Developer  - L.  W.  Spain 

Developer,  L.  W.  Spain,  and  observed  by  A]  Keppner, 
Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 

Morrison-Maierle , Inc.,  consulting  engineers,  M 
Keppner,  Department  of  Health  & Environmental 
Sciences,  and  Developer,  L.  W.  Spain 


SIA 

31B 

33 

34 

35 
3G 
37 

S Park 


DRY 

96” 

78" 

DRY 

DRY 

90” 

90” 


> i 


* See  Morrison-Maierle,  Inc.  report,  dated  August  14,  1974 
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MORRlSON-MAIERLEJnc, 


mwi 
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consuiting  engineers 


• • ABPORtS  • HIGIIWAVi  . INpiiSlRIAl 


910  HELENA  AVENUE  / HELENA.  MONTANA  59601 

Tfltphone  406/442  3050 

riANNirn.  • IHVit  ,A  Iiv'N  • Ui'.'l  ■ • '.5  M 1 k '‘►'o  • StVMkACRl  VvOkA^ 


SOIL  LOGS 

PARK  VTFW  TEST  SUBDTVTSfON 
(Field  Observations 
Unified  Soil  (' 1 ass  i t i call  i on  SysttnO 
UliseiA'at  loin.  Anmisl  A,  j , 1 '' / 'i 


SOIL.  L(x;s 
S_l 

0-24"  Silty  Sandy  Top  Soil 

24"-()0"  Silly  Sands  Water  Seeping  in  at  16"  (CMl 

b0"-i20"  Silty  Sands  (Grey)  with  rounded  coarse  granular  material 
to  16"  (GM) 

Water  Table  at  36"  (Approximate  elevation  5712) 

S2 

0- 40"  Silty  Sandy  Top  Soil 

40"- 120"  Poorly  graded  gravels  with  rounded  coarse  grannlai  material 
to  18"  (GP) 

No  Water  Table  observed  to  120" 

0-30"  Silty  Scindv  Top  Soil 

30"- 120"  Poorly  graded  gravels  with  rounded  coarse  granular  material 
to  30"  (GP) 

No  Water  Table  observed  to  120" 

S4 

0-4"  Silty  Sandy  Top  Soil 

4"4H"  Silty  Sands  (SM) 

48"- 120"  Poorly  graded  gravels  with  riainded  coarse  granular  material 
to  12"  (GP) 

No  Water  Table  observed  to  120" 

0-24"  Silty  Sandy  Top  Soil 

24"- 96"  Silty  Sands  (SM) 

96"-  120"  Poorly  graded  gravc'l  with  rounded  C('arse  granular  material 
to  12"  (GP) 

No  Water  Table  observed  to  120" 

S6 

0-12"  Silty  Sandy  Top  Soil 

12"- 120"  Poorly  graded  gravels  with  angular  blocky  material  to  18"  (GP-SP) 
No  Water  Table  observed  to  120" 
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O- K"  Silry  Sandy  Top  Soil 

8"-  120"  Poorly  yyad^'d  gravels  with  angyilar  blorkv  uiaLerial  to  18" 

(inaLerial  Lransitions  from  silLer  malerial  al  8"  Lo  sanilier 
at  120"  (GP) 

No  Water  Table  observed  to  120" 


S 1 1 

b- 12"  Silty  Sandy  Top  Soil 

12"- 9b"  Poorly  graded  gravels  with  angular  bloek\  material  lo  12". 
sand s being  dark  colored  ( GP) 

96"- 120"  Poorlv  graded  gravels  with  angular  blockv  material  to  12", 
sands  being  lighter  brown  (GP) 

No  Water  Table  observed  lo  120" 


su 

0-6"  Silty  Sandy  Top  Soil 

6"-  108"  Poi^rly  graded  gravels  with  angulai-  blocky  coarse  granular 
material  to  30"  (GP) 

No  Water  Table  observed  at  108" 


S16 

0-14"  Silty  Sandy  Top  Soil 

14"- 30"  Silty  Sands  medium  brown  (GM) 

50"- 120"  Poorly  graded  gravels  with  rounded  coarse  granular  material 
to  24"  (CP) 

No  Water  Table  observed  to  120" 


SU 

0-7"  Silty  Sandy  Top  Soil 

7"- 18"  Poorly  graded  gravels  with  rounded  coarse  granular  material 
to  8"  (GP) 

18"- 120"  Poorly  graded  gravels  with  rounded  coarse  granular  material 
Lo  14"  (GP) 

No  Water  Table  observed  to  120" 


Field  Mechanical  Analysis; 


Over  2mm  fraction  847o  (By  Weight) 
Under  2mm  fraction  16Z 
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Si:-* 

0 li'i"  Slllv  Snndy  'I'lTp  Soil 

U')"  - JO"  Pooily  RrElded  gr;w<'lb  with  i-oMndtHl  roaisr  y.ianiilar  malct  iiil 
to  6"  (on  north  side  of  hole,  top  soil  oxIemkIs  (o  tli"  ) (t.Pl 

30"-  120"  Poorly  graded  gravE-ls  with  rounded  coarst'  granului  inatertnl 
to  16"  (CP) 

No  Water  Table  observed  to  120" 

S24 

0-10"  Silty  Sandy  Top  Soil 

10"- 24"  Poorly  graded  gravels  with  rounded  coarse  granular  material 
to  6"  (CP) 

24"- 120"  Poorly  graded  gravels  with  rounrled  coarse  granular  material 
to  20"  <GP) 

No  Water  Table  observed  to  120" 

S26A 

0-20"  Silty  Sandy  Top  Soil 

20"- 78"  Silty  gravels  with  rounded  coarse  granular  lEiaterial  to  14", 
slightly  plastic  (CM) 

78"  Water  Table  (Approximate  elevation  5744) 

S26B 

0-6"  Silty  Sandy  Top  Soil 

6"- 108"  Poorly  graded  gravels  with  rounded  coarse  granular  material 
to  19"  (OP) 

No  Water  Table  observed  to  108" 

S29 

0-20"  Silty  Sandy  Top  Soil 

20"- 72"  Poorly  graded  gravels  mixed  with  silty  sands  with  some  scattered 
angular  blucky  coarse  granulai-  mateiial  to  12" 
slightly  plast ic  (SW-SIO 

72"-  120"  PoDily  graded  gravels  with  angular  bli>ckv  coaise  granul<ir 
material  to  12"  (CP) 

No  Water  Table  observed  to  120" 
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i3- Silty  Sandy  Tup  Soil 

20"  - 30"  Silty  Sands  sllj»htly  plastic  iSM-SW) 

30"- 120"  Poorly  graded  gravels  with  rounded  coarse  granular  material 
to  20"  (GP) 

N(’)  Water  Table  observed  at  120" 


S31A 

0-12"  Silty  Sandy  Top  Soil 

12"- 30"  Silty  gravels,  grave  1 - sand- s i 1 t mixtures  to  pot'rly  (’.raded 

gravels  with  rounded  coarse  granular  malerial  tt'  ih"  iOM-GP) 

30"- 120"  Poorly  graded  gravels  with  rounded  coarse  granulai'  material 
to  16"  (GP) 

No  Water  Table  observed  to  120" 

0-24"  Silty  Sandy  Top  Soil 

24"-60"  Silty  Sands  (SP) 

60"- 96"  Poorly  graded  gravels  with  rounded  coarse  granular  material 
to  16"  (GP) 

96"  Water  Table  (Approximate  elevation  5728) 

S_33 

0-7"  Silty  Sandy  Top  Soil 

7"-40"  Silty  Sands  slighty  plastic  (SM) 

40"-78"  Clayey  gravels,  gravel  and  clay  mixtures  with  rounded  coarse 
granular  material  to  36",  moderately  plastic  (GC) 

78"  Water  Table  (Approximate  elevation  5727) 

0-6"  Silty  Sandy  Top  Soil 

6"- 18"  Silty  gravels,  gravel  sand  mixtures  with  rounded  coarse 
granular  material  to  0"  (GP) 

18"- 120"  Poorly  graded  gravels  wllli  rounded  ciuirse  granular  malerial 
to  20"(GP) 

No  Water  Table  observed  to  120" 
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S 35 
0-  5" 
b"-  36" 

b6"-  104" 

104" 


Silty  Sandy  Top  Soli 

SLIty  gravels,  gravel- sand- s 1 1 l luiKtures  with  ri.nuKl<‘d  coarse 
granular  material  to  8"  (CM) 

Poorly  graded  gravels  with  rounded  coarse  granular  material 
to  22"  (GP) 

Water  Table  (Approximate  elevation  S726) 


S3h 
0-  8" 
8"-  30" 


30"-  90" 


90" 


Silty  Sandy  Top  Soil 

Silty  gravels,  grave  1 - sand- s i 1 1 mixtures  with  rounded  coarse 
granular  material  to  8"  (GM) 

Poorly  graded  gravels  with  rounded  coarse  granular  material 
to  20"  (GP) 

Water  Table  (Approximate  elevation  3727) 


NtTTE;  Above  description  on  west  side  test  hole,  on  east  side  test  hcile, 
sandy,  silty,  clayey  material  extends  from  24"- 48"  then  transitions  to 
poorly  graded  gravels. 


S37 

0-6"  Silty  Sandy  Top  Soil 

6"- 18"  Silty  gravels,  gravel- sand- si  1 1 mixtures  with  rounded  coarse 
granular  material  to  8"  (GM) 

18"- 90"  Poorly  graded  gravels  with  rounded  cearse  granular  material 
to  16"  (GP) 

90"  Water  Table  (Approximate  elevation  5730) 

Field  Mechanical  Analysis: 


Over  2mm  fraction  837u  (By  Weight) 
Under  2mm  fraction  17Z 


SPark 

0-24"  Silly  Sandy  Top  Soil,  sllghllv  plastic  (SM) 

24"-48"  Poorly  graded  sands,  gravely  .‘.aiuls  to  slliv  sauLls  (SP  SMt 
48"  Water  Table  (Approximate  elevation  b/db) 
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noi^_ 

DEPTH 

... JliBis.. 

HOLE 

UEP'i'JI 

PEI 

U'.  _ lOVl'K 

*Pi 

17" 

(See  Nc-ito  1 Belowl 

10  9 

20" 

8 

m 1 n / i nrli 

1’2 

LB" 

1 0 III  I n / ! nch 

P20 

1 5" 

1 2 

III  1 n / 1 lie  ii 

Pi 

1 6" 

10  min/ inch 

P2  1 

1 P" 

1 1 

111  1 n / 1 nch 

P4 

1 6" 

10  niin/inch 

P2  2 

1 7" 

n 

ml  n ' 1 nch 

P7 

1 B" 

14  m i n / i nc  li 

1’2  3 

17" 

u 

mi  n / i nch 

P6 

20" 

10  ni  i n / i nc  h 

P24 

17" 

15 

min/inch 

P7 

20" 

27  min/ inch 

P2S 

18" 

6 

min/inch 

PK 

20" 

60  min/ inch 

P26 

18" 

16 

ml n / i nch 

P9 

17" 

7 niin/inch 

P27 

18" 

16 

mi  n / i nch 

PIO 

12" 

20  min/inch 

P28 

18" 

5b 

mi  n ' i nch 

Pll 

20" 

48  min/inch 

P29 

22" 

10 

mi n/ i nch 

PL2 

18" 

20  min/inch 

P30 

18" 

44 

m i n / i nch 

PI  3 

18" 

30  min/inch 

P31 

1 8" 

10 

min  ' i nch 

P14 

18" 

60  min/inch 

P32 

1 8" 

1 2 

min/ inch 

P15 

18" 

8 mi  n / i nc  h 

P i i 

] 8" 

10 

mi n ! i nch 

PL6 

19" 

8 min/inch 

P 14 

1 8" 

10 

mi  n / i nc  h 

P17 

16" 

10  min/inch 

P 15 

19" 

10 

min/ i nch 

PIS 

20" 

9 min/inch 

P36 

22" 

10 

min  / inch 

P37 

22" 

10 

min  / inch 
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SUBDIVISION 

PARKVIEW  WEST 

A PLANNED  RECREATIONAL  DEVELOPMENT 
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STATE  DDCUMENTS 

xtf 

xtf 

^ ^and«  EVivironmental  Sciences 

JOHN  S.  ANDERSON.  M.D. 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICER 

P.O.  Box  1031 

Kalispell,  Montana  59901 


June  18,  1973 


Subject:  Peters  Trailer  Court,  near  Kalispell 


Gentlemen : 

Enclosed  is  an  environmental  impact  statement  for  the  Peters  Trailer  Court, 
a proposed  mobile  home  development  now  under  consideration  for  approval  just 
north  of  Kalispell,  Montana. 

Under  Ifonta'na  law,  a person  or  agency  has  45  days  to  submit  comments  and/or 
supply  additional  information. 

Following  the  statutory  period,  the  project  will  be  reviewed  in  light  of 
comments  received  that  are  applicable  under  Montana  law. 

Sincerely , 


David 
Publ ic 


unnallee,  P.E. 
Health  Engineer 
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DRAFT  ENVIRONMEKTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


for 

Peters  Trailer  Court 
Flathead  County,  Ibntana 


June  18,  1973 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69-650^  (b)  (3); 
the  act  controlling  the  licensing  of  Trailer  Courts,  Section  69-5602;  and  the  act 
to  control  water  pollution,  Section  69-4301  to  482?,  the  following  statement  is 
prepared  by  the  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  concerning 
Peters  Trailer  Court,  north  of  Kalispell  in  Flathead  County,  Montana,  for  which  a 
submittal  has  been  received  requesting  a license  to  operate  as  an  approved  trailer 
park  facility. 


Description  of  Project  and  Proposed  Action: 

The  Montana  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  has  received 
a request  for  approval  and  licensing  of  a 15-unit  ti-ailer  court,  just  north  of  the 
Kalispell  city  limits,  but  not  contiguous  thereto.  The  area,  shown  on  the  attached 
map,  includes  approximately  5 acres,  and  is  located  in  the  SE'^ , TiWi,,  Section  6, 
T.28N.  , R.211V.,  P.K.M.  The  applicant-owner  is  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Robert  Peters,  Route  3. 
Kalispell. 


Topography  and  Soils : 

The  proposed  development  is  located  on  a flat  terrace  approximately  4-  m.ile  west 
of  the  Stillwater  River.  The  property  ;i  s cleared,  and  ba'cren  except  for  a heavy  cover 
of  grasses.  The  property  is  entirely  free  fi^om  any  chance  of  flooding. 

According  to  the  I96O  S.C.S.  Soil  Survey  for  Flathead  Valley,  the  subject  land 
includes  two  soil  types  in  approximately  equal  proportions.  Tliese  soil  types  are 
described  below: 

North  portion  of  land : 

A blend  of  three  soil  typos  including  Tally  fine  sandy  loam, 

0-3,^  slope,  Blanchard  very  fine  sandy  loam,  0-3,^  slope,  and  FlatheaiJ 
fine  sandy  loam,  0-3^^  slope.  Soil  limitations  for  both  building  sites 
and  septic  tank  use  are  "slight". 

South  portion  of  land: 

A combination  of  soils  v-'ry  similar  to  that  described  above,  but 
with  a ground  slope  of  3 to  7/^-  Soil  limitations  for  septic  tank  use 
are  listed  as  "moderate"  because  of  the  slope. 

The  U.S.  Soil  Conservation  Service  has  included  these  soils  in  capability  unit 
IIes-1,  which  is  described  as  "moderately  fertile",  and  "suitable  for  all  crop^V 
grown  in  this  region.  Construction  of  the  proposed  trailer  court  would  preclude 
any  future  use  of  this  area  for  agricultural  purposes. 

Tlrie  soils  information  quoted  above  was  developed  for  surface  soils  to  a depth 
of  only  about  three  feet.  The  underlying  strata  is  somewhat  questionable.  A gravel 
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pit  some  1000  feet  south  of  the  proposer]  development  shows  a fairly  thick  gravel 
strata  near  the  surface,  but  a well  log  recorded  by  the  Montana  Bureau  of  Mines 
and  Geology,  for  a well  about  the  same  tlistance  north  of  the  proposed  development, 
records  a surface  strata  of  clay  to  a depth  of  5^  feet.  The  surface  ten  feet  of 
soil  at  the  profjosed  site  should  be  investigated  with  an  observation  hole,  and  if 
tlio  soil  is  other  than  gravel,  percolation  tests  should  be  made  before  subsurface 
sewage  disposal  is  designed  or  approved. 


Surrounding  Development ; 

The  proposed  trailer  court  would  be  the  first  in  an  area  which  has  been 
developing  rapidly  with  standard  housing.  One  housing  subdivision  development  of 
considerable  size  is  located  just  to  the  west  and  north  of  the  proposed  trailer 
court,  and  another  subdivision  is  presently  under  construction  less  than  1000  feet 
to  the  south.  Within  the  nearby  Kalispell  City  limits,  south  of  the  proposed  trailer 
court,  the  land  has  been  rapicly  developing  for  commercial  and  professional  uses  in- 
cluding a recreation  complex,  a medical  complex,  a nursing  Jiome , a proposed  hospital 
and  a church.  Several  individual  homes  also  are  located  in  the  immediate  area. 

Some  of  the  residents  in  the  area  have  expressed  concern  about  the  proposed 
mobile  home  complex,  and  there  is  an  attempted  zoning  effort  under  way  to  prevent 
its  construction. 


Sewage  Disposal: 

The  proposed  method  of  sewage  handling  is  by  means  of  septic  tanks  with  sub- 
surface drainfield  final  disposal.  The  surface  soils  appear  well  suited  for  this 
purpose,  but  as  mentioned  above  the  underlying  soils  to  a depth  of  10  feet  sliould 
be  examined  before  the  sewage  system  is  designed. 


Water  Supply; 

Water  supply  would  be  by  means  of  a drilled  well,  pressure  storage  tank  and 
distribution  system,  built  according  to  this  Department's  specifications  for  trailer 
courts.  The  well  is  not  yet  drilled,  but  well  logs  in  the  vicinity  indicate  that 
water  is  available  at  a depth  of  approximately  250  feet.  For  a 15- trailer  court, 
a well  rated  at  some  57  gallons  per  minute  would  be  necessary  to  meet  this  Depart- 
ment’s regulations.  If  such  flows  cannot  be  obtained,  alternatives  would  include 
connecting  to  the  Kalispell  city  water  system,  or  construction  of  a large  gravity 
storage  tank,  the  bottom  of  which  would  necessarily  be  some  50  feet  above  ground 
level. 


Probable  Impact  on  Environment: 

The  impact  of  the  proposed  development  on  the  environment  is  expected  tq  be 
slight.  The  area  is  presently  a cleared  field  in  grasses,  in  an  aroa  vihlch  is 
relatively  developed.  The  field  probably  provides  habitat  for  some  game  birds, 
and  this  habitat  would  be  lost. 

The  main  impact  on  the  environment  would  be  a loss  of  aesthetics  in  the 
immediate  area  of  the  trailer  court. 
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Short  Term  vs.  Long  Term  Uses  of  the  Environment: 

The  proposed  trailer  court  is  located  in  one  logical  direction  of  expansion 
of  the  City  of  Kalispell,  and  undoubtedly  will  some  day  be  incorporated  therein. 
The  eventual  long  term  use  of  the  area  would,  therefore,  be  for  permanent  housing 
or  for  commercial  use.  The  proposed  trailer  court  represents  little  long-term 
commitment  of  the  land  as  few  permanent  facilities  would  be  constructed,  and  at 
least  for  the  present  no  subdivision  of  the  land  would  take  place.  The  proposal, 
therefore,  does  not  appear  to  be  a long  term  commitment  of  the  land. 


Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitments  of  Resources: 

The  only  significant  resources  which  would  be  involved  in  the  proposed  development 
would  be  the  materials  to  construct  the  mobile  homes,  and  the  withdrawal  of  water  from 
a deep  level,  aquifer.  No  decision  involved  in  this  impact  statement  could  affect  the 
construction  of  mobile  homes  because,  in  the  absence  of  the  proposed  court,  the  mobile 
homes  would  simply  be  located  elsewhere. 

Groundwater  is  an  important  resource  in  the  Flathead  valley.  Any  groundwater 
aquifer  has  a use  limitation  which,  when  exceeded,  will  result  in  depletion  of  the 
water  it  contains.  Normally,  an  aquifer  is  recharged  faster  than  it  is  drawn  down, 
and  no  serious  depletion  occurs.  To  date,  very  few  problems  of  aquifer  depletion 
have  been  encountered  in  the  Flathead  valley,  and  none  are  expected  with  the  proposed 
trailer  court.  Water  usage  by  this  development,  then,  constitutes  no  irretrievable 
commitment  of  resources. 


Alternatives  to  Proposed  Action: 

1.  No  Development 

The  area  could  be  left  in  its  natural  state  with  no  trailer  court 
development . 

2.  Agricultural  Use 

The  area  could  be  used  for  agricultural  purposes,  and  according  to 
soil  classifications  in  the  area,  crops  could  be  successfully  cultivated 
indefinitely. 

3.  Other  Development 

Other  types  of  development  of  the  land,  such  as  subdivision  or 
commercial  use,  could  occur,  and  such  development  might  be  more 
commensurate  with  surrounding  land  use. 

4.  Preservation  of  the  Area 

The  area  could  be  preserved  indefinitely  as  a public  park  or 
recreation  area.  A sponsor  for  this  purpose  would  be  necessary,  and 
there  seems  to  be  nothing  on  the  property  of  unusual  or  significant 
character  to  be  preserved  by  such  action. 

Sources  of  Information: 

A personal  knowledge  of  the  area,  and  a field  inspection,  aided  in  the 
preparation  of  this  statement.  In  addition,  the  following  references  were  utilized: 
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1.  Montana  Bureau  of  Mines  & Geology,  "Basic  V/ater  Data  Report  Ko.  3. 
Kalispell  Valley,  Montana",  25  pp.  & map,  (1966). 

2.  U.3.  Dept,  of  Agriculture,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  "Soil  Survey, 
Upper  Flathead  Valley  Area,  Montana",  67  pp.  + ‘^0  maps.  (I96O). 

3.  U.S.  Dept,  of  Agriculture,  Soli  Conservation  Service,  "Engineering 
Properties  Sc  Soil  Interpretations  For  Use  In  Resource  Planning  & 
Development;  A Supplement  to  Soil  Survey,  Upper  Flathead  Valley  Area, 
Montana",  3^  PP-  (1970)- 


This  Statement  has  been  Prepared  By: 

David  Nunnallee,  BSCE,  MSCE,  PE,  Public  Health  Engineer  for  the  Montana 
State  Department  of  Healtli  and  Einvironmental  Sciences.  Related  experience  includes 
six;  years  of  work  as  a sanitary  engineer  for  the  States  of  Washington  and  Montana. 


Copies  Sent  To; 

1.  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Robert  Peters,  Route  3.  Kalispell 

2.  Mr.  Fletcher  Newby,  Montana  Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena 

3.  Montana  Fish  and  Game  Department,  Helena 

A.  Montana  State  Department  of  Health  & Environmental  Sciences,  Helena, 

Attn:  Jim  Peterson 

5.  Montana  State  Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of 
Planning  and  Economic  Development,  Capitol  Station,  Helena 

6.  Mr.  Ben  Wake,  Administrator,  Environmental  Sciences  Division,  Helena 

7.  Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Flathead  County,  Kalispell,  Montana 

8.  Flathead  County' Areawide  Planning  Board,  3 Ford  Building,  Kalispel'J 

9.  Bruce  McIntyre,  M.D.  , Flathead  County  Health  Officer,  VJhitefish 

10.  Les  Espeland , R.S.,  Flathead  County  Sanitarian,  Kalispell 

11.  Honorable  Lawrence  Bjorneby,  Mayor,  City  of  Kalispell 

12.  Mr.  Wayne  Herman,  President,  Flathead  Wildlife,  Inc.,  P.O.  Box  A,  Kalispell 

13.  Dr.  Lawrence  Sonstelie , President,  Flathead  Valley  Community  College  Ecology  Club 

14.  Poison  Outdoors,  Inc.,  P.O.  Box  1432,  Poison 

15.  Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212  Venture  Center,  Missoula 

16.  Mr.  Bob  Muth,  ilontana  Wilderness  Association,  Flathead  Chapter,  Rt . 4,  Kalispell 

17.  Montana  State  Library,  930  E.  Lynda le  Avenue,  Helena 
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Honorable  Thomas  Judge,  Governor,  State  of  Montana,  Helena 

Citizens  Advocate,  Helena 

Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena 

Montana  Fish  and  Game  Department,  Helena 

Department  of  Highways,  Helena  _ . 

Department  of  Community  Affairs,  Division  of  Planning,  Helena 
Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation,  Helena 
Department  of  State  Lands,  Helena 
Montana  State  Library,  Helena 

Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  ^lispell 

City-County  Planning  Board,  Courthouse,  Kalispell 

Sanitarians,  Box  919,  Kalispell 

Environmental  Information  Center,  Box  12,  Helena 

C.  W.  Gonder,  823  East  Call  Street,  Livingston 

Mrs.  Vel  Jansen,  430  South  Sixth,  Livingston 

Mrs.  Winifred  Lucky,  420  South  Sixth,  Livingston 

Mary  Lee  Reese,  League  of  Women  Voters,  29  South  Mta,  Helena 

Tom  Horobik,  Pres.,  Montana  Wilderness  Assn,,  4000  4th  Ave.  N.,  Great  Falls 

Northern  Rockies  Action  Group,  #9  Placer  Street,  Helena 

Paul  T.  Richards,  902  North  Park,  Helena 

John  Schillinger,  Microbiology  Department,  Mont^a  State  University,  Bozeman 
Concerned  Citizens  for  a Quality  Environment,  c/o  Ron  Erickson,  Chairman, 
University  of  Montana,  Missoula  r 4.  d 91? 

Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  University  of  Montana,  Room  212, 
Venture  Center,  Missoula 

John  P.  Duke,  Assistant  Vice  President,  Land  Management,  Burlmgton 
Northern,  650  Central  Building,  Seattle,  Washington,  98104 
Herb  Anderson,  P.  0.  Box  42,  Raynesford,  MT  59469  . 

Mike  Roach,  Air  Quality  Bureau,  Environmental  Sciences  Division _ 

Don  Willems,  Water  Quality  Bureau,  Environmental  Sciences  Division 
State-Local  Relations  Project,  Commission  on  Local  Government, 

State  Capitol,  Helena 

Hugh  Schaefer,  206  Ben  Hogan  Drive,  Missoula  , _ 

Charles  Jonkel,  School  of  Forestry,  University  of 

Flathead  County  Areawide  Planning  Organization,  3 Ford  Building,  Kalispell 

Dan  Aver ill,  Flathead  Lake  Lodge,  Big  Fork 

Doyle  Enterprises,  285  North  Main,  Kalispell 

Joe  Eslick,  Superintendent  of  Schools,  Big  Fork  _ 

Joe  Nelson,  Chief  of  Big  Fork  Volunteer  Fire  Dept. , Big  Fork 

Montana  State  Highway  Dept. , Kalispell  r ^ in 

Jim  Gragg,  Dist.  Supervisor,  Kalispell  Division,  Dept,  of  Natural  Resources 

^ Conservation,  Kalispell 
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MONTANA  STATE  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH 
AND 

EN’/IRONMENTAL  SCIENCES 


May  20,  1976 


DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

The  Ranch,  A Proposed  Subdivision 
Flathead  County 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69-6504, 

(b) (3) , the  act  controlling  both  public  and  private  water  supply  and 
sewage  disposal  for  subdivisions.  Section  69-5001;  and  the  act  to  control 
water  pollution.  Section  69-4801  to  4827,  the  following  draft  environmental 
impact  statement  (EIS)  was  prepared  by  the  State  Department  of  Health 
and  Environmental  Sciences,  Environmental  Sciences  Division,  concerning 
the  request  for  administrative  approval  of  THE  RANCH,  a proposed  subdivi- 
sion near  Bigfork  in  Flathead  County,  Montana. 

Procedural  considerations  have  been  satisfied  according  to  the  law  and 
regulations  which  were  in  effect  at  the  time  of  the  formal  preliminary 
plat  submittal  (i.e.  May,  1975).  For  the  record  it  should  be  noted  the 
project  herein  under  review  has  already  received  conditional  approval  by 
the  Flathead  County  Health  Department,  the  Flathead  County  Board  of 
County  Commissioners,  and  the  Flathead  County  Planning  Organizations. 
Significant  constraints  included  in  the  various  local  land  use  approvals 
include; 

1.  THAT,  the  access  approach  to  Highway  35  be  approved  by  the 
State  Department  of  Highways,  and, 

2.  THAT,  all  further  proposals  (within  the  ownership  will  be 
reviewed  in  accordance  with  HB  666  and  must  be  submitted  with 
a master  plan  for  all  areas  to  be  developed. 

DESCRIPTION: 

The  Ranch  is  a proposed  subdivision  \diich  will  be  situated  in  a previously 
undeveloped  area  about  two  miles  south  of  Bigfork,  Nfontana  (N  1/2,  Sec. 

6,  T26N,  R19W,  PM4  - see  the  attached  map  #1). 

The  developers.  Quarter  Circle  L.A.  Ranches,  Inc.,  have  indicated  that 
this  107.45  acre  developement  will  possibly  be  the  first  of  several 
development  phases,  which  when  conpleted,  will  encompass  approximately 
1,800  acres.  However,  an  official  for  the  corporation  said  no  formal 
plans  extend  beyond  the  present  proposal,  and  development  of  the  remaining 
property  will  depend  on  the  success  of  the  first  phase  and  future  market 
conditions. 

The  intended  subdivision  is  bounded  by  private  timberland  to  the  north; 
Quarter  Circle  Ranch  and  state  forest  timberland  to  the  east;  Quarter 
Circle  and  national  forest  timberland  to  the  south,  and  Quarter  Circle 
timberland  to  the  west. 

The  plans  for  phase  one  call  for  subdividing  66  acres  into  54  lots.  The 
remaining  41  acres  will  be  used  as  follows:  22  acres  for  three  park 
areas;  two  acres  for  seven  bridle  paths,  and  17  acres  for  roads. 
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According  to  the  Flathead  County  Areawide  Planning  Organization  (APO) , 
the  developers  said  the  subdivision  will  be  a second  home- retirement 
type  of  development.  The  lots  will  range  from  1.889  acres  to  .942 
acres . 

The  corporation  has  drawn  up  an  elaborate  set  of  restrictive  covenants 
aimed  at  controlling  the  design  and  construction  of  each  residence. 
Homeowners  will  be  responsible  for  providing  their  own  water  and  sewage 
systems.  Water  will  be  obtained  from  wells  and  septic  tanks  will  be 
used  for  sewage  disposal. 

Representatives  of  Pacific  Power  § Light  Company  and  Northwestern  Telephone 
Systems,  Inc.,  said  electrical  and  telephone  services  will  be  available 
to  homes  in  the  development.  According  to  a spokesman  for  the  corpora- 
tion, the  telephone  and  utility  lines  will  be  buried. 

Current  Conditions: 

The  land  is  forested  and  in  a semi- primitive  state.  Most  of  the  hilly 
country  between  Montana  Highway  35,  which  forms  the  western  boundary, 
and  Carney  Creek,  the  eastern  boundary,  is  undeveloped  timber  land.  Some 
development  has  taken  place  adjacent  to  this  area,  but  has  been  limited 
to  private  residences  either  fronting  on  or  within  close  proximity  to 
the  highway.  The  Ranch  will  be  the  first  subdivision  in  the  undeveloped 
area. 

Physical  Environment: 

1 -Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Life 

The  mammals  living  in  and  around  the  study  area  can  be  grouped  into 
three  categories:  large  mammals  C^.g.  elk,  white- tailed  deer,  mountain 
lions  and  black  bear);  small  mammals  (e.g.,  squirrels,  mice  and  rabbits) 
and  fur  bearers  (e.g.,  weasels  and  coyotes). 

Birds  in  the  area  may  be  separated  into  three  classes:  waterfowl  (e.g., 
ducks,  geese  and  shorebirds) ; upland  game  birds  (e.g.,  ruffed  grouse), 
and  other  birds  (e.g.,  open  field,  timber  and  marsh  species,  such  as 
sparrows,  woodpeckers,  robins,  osprey  and  hawks). 

The  proposed  site  includes  two  intermittent  streams,  but  neither  support 
game  fish. 

The  proposed  subdivision  is  in  an  area  which  has  been  termed  by  the 
State  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  as  ".  . . one  of  the  most  important 
white -tailed  deer  ranges  in  Region  One.  . ." 

The  hills  serve  as  winter  range  for  deer  and  elk  which  spend  the  summer 
grazing  in  the  nearby  mountains.  During  the  winter  the  snowpack  is 
generally  lighter  and  the  southern  and  western  slopes  are  often  free  of 
snow,  enabling  the  animals  to  browse  on  shrubs  and  grasses. 
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According  to  a Fish  and  Game  spokesman,  small  subdivisions  do  not  cause 
problems,  but  collectively  they  can  threaten  key  winter  range  areas. 

"White -tailed  deer  winter  range  in  Flathead  County  has  been  diminished 
and  down  graded  by  a large  number  of  small  subdivisions,"  the  official 
wrote.  According  to  the  spokesman,  the  proposed  subdivision  will  have  a 
"catastrophic"  effect  on  deer  that  rely  on  the  area  as  a winter  range. 
Additionally,  the  impact  of  the  development  will  be  felt  by  grouse  and 
mountain  lions. 

The  devleopment  also  might  aggravate  the  problem  of  nuisance  black 
bears,  which  the  official  said  exists  in  some  of  the  developed  sections 
of  the  Bigfork  area. 

2-Water  Quality,  Quantity  and  Distribution 
Surface  Water: 

Rain  and  runoff  from  melting  snow  will  be  channeled  away  from  the  develop- 
ment by  two  intermittent  streams.  One  of  the  seasonal  streams  is  situated 
between  Pommel  Drive  and  Latigo  Lane  and  the  other  parallels  the  north 
side  of  the  road  below  lots  5 and  6.  According  to  the  developer  the 
seasonal  nature  of  the  streams  prevents  either  from  sustaining  fish  or 
aquatic  insect  life. 

The  engineer  for  the  project  said  the  main  road  leading  into  the  subdivi- 
sion was  built  two  years  ago  and  there  has  been  little  erosion  due  to 
runoff.  He  said  the  roads  have  been  designed  to  slope  in  such  a manner 
that  runoff  will  be  diverted  into  areas  which  have  the  capacity  to 
absorb  the  water.  An  example  is  the  designated  green  area  between 
Pommel  Drive  and  Latigo  Lane.  The  engineer  added  that  where  channeled 
water  must  cross  a road,  culverts  will  be  installed  to  handle  maximum 
seasonal  runoff. 

Groundwater: 

A test  well  was  drilled  on  lot  25  in  the  Pommel  Drive  addition.  According 
to  the  lot,  the  static  water  level  is  250  feet  below  the  surface  and  the 
well  is  460  feet  deep.  After  four  hours  of  punping  at  445  feet,  the 
well  average  50  gallons  of  water  a minute. 

The  development  is  too  far  from  Bigfork  to  utilize  the  town's  water 
system  and  the  developer  does  not  plan  to  have  a conmunity  water  system, 
thus  each  lot  owner  will  have  to  drill  a well. 

The  project  engineer  estimated  it  will  cost  each  owner  about  $3,500.00 
to  drill  a well,  but  this  figure  could  be  low.  According  to  another 
source,  a 300  to  350  foot  well  presently  costs  from  $16.00  to  $20.00  a 
foot  to  drill  or  about  $6,000.00  to  $7,000.00  per  well.  In  practice  it 
is  likely  that  the  high  cost  of  individual  water  supply  systems  will 
inevitably  lead  to  the  development  of  multi-familty  systems  which  could 
become  large  homeowner  systems.  Ultimately  R.S.I.D.  procedures  are 
likely  if  the  projected  developments  are  to  be  fully  realized. 


3-Geology  and  Soil  Quality,  Stability  and  Moisture 
Geology: 

The  geologic  history  of  the  Bigfork  area  is  largely  unknown  prior  to 
about  five  to  ten  million  years  ago,  when  forces  deep  in  the  earth  began 
lifting  the  pre-Cambrian  marine  sediments  which  form  the  mountain  blocks 
in  the  Swan  and  Mission  ranges.  Faulting  and  folding  raised  the  entire 
Rocky  Mountain  province  and  also  caused  differential  uplift  of  the 
mountain  blocks  over  the  valleys.  The  mountains  continued  to  rise 
intermittently  for  millions  of  years. 

About  two  million  years  ago,  climatic  changes  brought  on  the  increases 
in  precipitation  and  colder  temperatures  which  initiated  the  Ice  Ages. 
During  the  Ice  Ages  there  were  three  to  five  major  glacial  advances  and 
retreats  in  northwestern  Montana.  The  Flathead  Lobe  of  the  Cordilleran 
ice  sheets  moved  down  the  Rocky  Nfountain  Trench  from  Canada  and  converged 
with  smaller  alpine  glaciers  near  Bigfork.  The  northwesterly  flowing 
Swan  Valley  glacier  merged  with  the  huge,  southerly  moving  Flathead 
glacier  and  was  bent  around  the  northern  end  of  the  Mission  Range,  in 
the  area  of  the  proposed  subdivision.  As  the  Swan  glacier  overrode  the 
mountains,  it  scoured  the  land  at  the  northern  end  of  the  range. 

The  development  will  be  built  on  glacial  till,  with  the  bedrock  situated 
about  435  feet  below  the  surface.  The  type  of  bedrock  is  uncertain 
because  it  lies  in  a transitional  area  between  the  Grinnell  Formation 
and  the  Ravalli  Undifferentiated. 

A possible  danger  associated  with  the  basement  rock  formations  is  the 
threat  of  earthquakes.  A major  fault  line  runs  north  and  south  just  off 
the  east  shore  of  Flathead  Lake  and  splits  off  the  main  fault,  occur  in 
the  area  of  the  proposed  development.  The  splits  run  parallel  to  the 
main  fault. 

According  to  Miller  Hansen,  Geologist  for  the  Montana  Bureau  of  Mines 
and  Geology,  the  epicenters  of  two  small  earthquakes  (2.5  and  4.0  on  the 
Ricter  Scale)  were  identified  just  south  of  Bigfork  and  north  of  the 
proposed  subdivision  (see  attached  map  #2) . 

In  a letter  to  the  Flathead  County  APO,  Hansen  said,  . . .1  can 
advise  that  earthquakes  present  different  degrees  of  hazard  as  shown  by 
the  fact  that  no  serious  property  damage  nor  loss  of  life  has  ever  been 
reported  from  the  Bigfork  area.  . . however,  it  would  be  wise  for  archi- 
tects and  builders  to  keep  the  hazard  in  mind  in  design  and  construction 
for  the  Ranch  Unit  One  Subdivision." 

He  said  shock  waves  from  earthquakes  cause  more  destruction  to  buildings 
constructed  on  alluvium  than  those  built  on  solid  rock.  ".  . .This  is 
due  to  the  fact  that  the  shock  waves  travel  rapidly  through  solid  rock, 
but  slowly  through  alluvium,  causing  a rolling  motion  that  really  wracks 
a building  particularly  one  made  of  brick  or  masonry,"  he  said. 
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It  is  ’’improbable"  that  there  will  be  severe  earthquakes  in  the  Bigfork 
area,  Hansen  said,  but  added  that  the  chance  is  not  "impossible."  ’’.  . 

. Every  precaution  should  be  taken  in  construction  in  the  Bigfork  area." 
he  concluded. 


Soils: 


The  APO  reported  that  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  soil  survey  does  not 
cover  the  proposed  development  area,  however  according  to  the  firm  which 
conducted  a soil  study  of  the  site,  Doyle  Enterprises,  Inc.,  the  soil  is 
similar  to  Whitefish  stony  silt  loam.  Characteristically,  that  soil 
type  has  a thin  soil  mantle  and  is  best  suited  for  growing  pine,  fir  and 
larch.  It  is  not  considered  a good  soil  on  vdiich  to  build  homes,  roads, 
or  heavily  used  recreation  areas,  according  to  the  APO. 

Twelve  soil  samples  were  taken  throughout  the  proposed  development.  Ten 
of  the  holes  contained  4"  of  top  soil  and  9' 8"  of  clay  and  cobbly  stone; 
one  contained  6"  of  top  soil,  4"  of  sand  and  gravel  and  9 ’2"  of  clay  and 
cobbly  silt  loam,  and  another  contained  3"  of  top  soil  and  9'  of  sand 
and  gravel. 

Percolation  tests  were  made  on  all  but  one  lot,  lot  33.  After  presoaking 
the  holes,  the  slowest  absorption  rate  was  8 min. /inch  on  lot  14  in  the 
Pommel  Area,  and  the  fastest  rate  was  2 min. /inch  on  lots  6 and  7 in  the 
Pommel  Area  and  lots  2,  12,  13,  15,  16  and  19  in  the  Latigo  Area.  The 
average  absorption  rate  was  5 min. /inch. 


According  to  the  developers’  engineer  the  guidelines  for  installing 
septic  tanks  include: 

1)  The  size  of  the  system  will  depend  on  the  number  of  bedrooms: 


a)  Number  of  Bedrooms 


Size  of  Tanks 


2 or  less 

3 

4 

5 

6 


750  gal 
900  " 

1000  ’’ 
1250  " 

1500  ’’ 


b)  All  drainfields  will  have  a minimum  of  85  linear  feet  to 
perforated  pipe  per  bedroom. 

2)  All  septic  systems  will  be  subject  to  final  approval  by  the 
Flathead  County  Sanitarian  before  construction  begings. 


3)  The  Flathead  County  Sanitarian  will  approve  the  placement  of 
each  septic  tank. 


4)  Any  alternatives  to  replace  the  sewer  system  will  be  approved 
by  the  State  Department  of  Health  and  the  County  Sanitarian. 
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5)  All  septic  systems  shall  conform  to  the  Flathead  County  regula- 
tions for  subsurface  sewage  disposal  systems. 

If  the  developers  carry  out  their  plans  to  closely  control  construction 
of  roads,  homes  and  sewage  disposal  facilities  erosion  should  be  kept  to 
a minimum.  Due  to  the  fragile  nature  of  the  Whitefish  stony  silt  loam 
soil  type  the  developers  should  be  particularly  alerted  for  the  erosion 
if  a number  of  homes  in  the  tract  are  developed  simultaneously. 

4 - Vegetation  Cover,  Quantity  and  Quality 

The  proposed  site  is  forested.  The  area  is  about  60  percent  trees,  25 
percent  brush  and  15  percent  grass.  The  forest  includes  mixed  stands  of 
douglas  fir,  3’  to  14’;  ponderosa  pine,  6*  to  16';  birch,  1'  to  6’; 
western  larch,  3'  to  14’,  and  pockets  of  lodgepole  pine.  Based  on  the 
growth  rates,  vigor  and  spacing  it  appears  the  site  would  be  classified 
as  medium  to  excellent  for  growing  douglas  fir,  ponderosa  pine  and 
larch. 

A forester  for  the  APO  cruised  the  site  and  reported  that  he  did  not 
find  any  evidence  of  dwarf  mistletoe,  a common  timber  problem  in  the 
area.  However,  he  noted  that  adjacent  lands  to  the  east  and  south  have 
stands  which  have  been  infested.  The  APO  forester  said  the  site  contained 
a "substantial  amount"  of  merchantable  timber,  and  speculated  that  if 
selectively  harvested  and  managed  in  conjunction  with  the  landowner’s 
remaining  property,  timber  harvesting  could  be  economically  self- 
sustaining. 

The  proposed  development  will  remove  107  acres  of  productive  timberland 
from  the  resource  base  in  Flathead  County,  and  further  development  on 
adjacent  lands  will  substantially  decrease  the  number  of  forested  acres 
the  forester  said. 

According  to  an  APO  report,  the  ground  cover  is  dence  and  the  danger  of 
fire  varies  from  slight  to  high  during  the  dry  season,  which  is  generally 
in  late  summer  and  early  fall. 

5 - Aesthetics 

The  proposed  development  cannot  be  seen  from  Highway  35.  It  is  screened 
from  view  by  trees  and  the  west  slope  of  a steep  hill.  The  hill  is  part 
of  a number  of  hills  which  form  the  northern  boundary  of  the  Mission 
Nfountain  Range.  The  picturesque  Missions  stretch  from  the  southern  end 
of  the  Flathead  Valley  near  St.  Ignatius,  north  to  Bigfork. 

The  mountains  in  the  southern  part  of  the  range  have  steep  slopes,  which 
at  times  become  sheer  rock  walls,  leading  up  to  craggy  peaks.  Proceeding 
north  the  rugged  mountains  gradually  dwindle  in  height,  forming  the 
eastern  shore  of  Flathead  Lake  and  finally  tapering  off  into  the  hill 
country  north  of  Bigfork. 
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There  are  few  locations  in  Ntontana  or  the  nation  which  offer  such  spec- 
tacular scenery.  In  addition  to  Flathead  Lake  and  the  mountain  ranges 
which  bound  its  east  and  west  shores,  the  Swan  Range  looms  east  of  the 
area,  and  on  a clear  day  it  is  possible  to  view  the  Whitefish  Range 
which  forms  the  northern  boundry  of  the  Flathead  Valley. 

Traditionally,  the  intended  subdivision  site  has  been  reserved  for 
timber  production  and  recreational  use.  The  area  is  not  pristine  like  a 
wilderness  area,  but  it  does  offer  a semi- primitive  setting. 

Rough  hewn  roads  and  bridle  paths  lace  through  the  area.  The  use  of 
these  byways  is  normally  limited  to  summer  vacationers  and  hunters  in 
the  fall. 

The  open  timber  enables  a variety  of  bushes  and  grasses  to  thrive  and 
the  understory  growth  in  turn  provides  food  and  cover  for  a variety  of 
wildlife. 

Most  of  the  land  is  shaded  by  the  forest  canopy,  but  lots  1-4  lie  along 
a sparsley  wooded  ridge  which  provides  a panoramic  view  of  Flathead  Lake 
and  the  Salish  Mountains  west  of  the  lake. 

Although  the  subdivision  will  generally  be  out  of  public  view,  its  mere 
presence  will  permanently  alter  the  natural  forest  setting.  No  matter 
how  tightly  controlled,  building  homes  in  such  close  proximity  will 
change  the  aesthetic  values  from  a forested,  semi-primitive  area  to  a 
more  suburban,  urban  setting. 

6 -Air  Quality 

Compared  to  many  parts  of  the  Flathead  Valley,  the  air  quality  around 
Bigfork  and  the  proposed  subdivision  site  is  quite  good.  But,  light 
winds  and  frequent  temperature  inversions  make  the  area  vulnerable  to 
air  pollution  problems. 

The  ten^eratures  are  generally  mild  for  an  area  in  the  irountain  region. 
The  maximum,  minimum  and  average  tonperatures  for  the  Bigfork  area  are: 

TEMPERATURE  (DEGREE  F) 


J 

F 

M 

A 

M 

J 

J 

A 

S 

0 

N 

D 

Average  Temp. 

22 

27 

32 

43 

52 

58 

64 

63 

54 

44 

33 

26 

Average  Max. 

29 

35 

41 

55 

66 

72 

81 

81 

69 

55 

40 

33 

Extreme  Max. 

53 

56 

68 

80 

89 

96 

98 

98 

94 

80 

63 

54 

Average  Min. 

14 

18 

22 

31 

38 

44 

47 

46 

39 

32 

25 

20 

Extreme  Min. 

-40 

-33 

-32 

4 

15 

28 

32 

32 

21 

7 

-31 

-41 

The  East  Shore-Swan  Planning  Advisory  Group  noted  that  the  northern 
portion  of  the  Flathead  Valley  is  susceptible  to  strong  winds  and  recom- 
mended that  structural  design  standards  for  homes  in  the  subdivision 
take  into  consideration  the  danger  posed  by  high  winds. 
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Near  Bigfork,  afternoon  winds  move  away  from  the  morning  winds  toward 
Flathead  Lake.  This  land- sea  breeze  effect  is  most  pronounced  in  the 
summer.  The  following  tables  show  the  shift  in  prevailing  wind  and  the 
maximum  wind  estimates  for  each  month: 

Wind 

PREVAILING  WIND  ESTIMATE  (MILES/HR) 

Direction 

JFMAMJJASOND 

w sw  sw  sw  sw  sw  sw  sw  sw  w w w 


Speed 

under  10  miles/hr 


MAXIMUM  WIND  ESTIMATE  (MILES/HR) 
Most  Probable 
Directions 


J 

F 

M 

A 

M J J 

A 

S 

0 

N 

D 

NE 

NE 

NE 

SW 

VARIABLE 

SW 

NE 

NE 

NE 

SW 

SW 

SW 

SW 

SW 

SW 

Speed  (MPH) 

55 

55 

50 

45 

40  40  40 

40 

45 

50 

50 

55 

The  high  frequency  of  temperature  inversions  in  the  Flathead  Valley 
prompted  the  National  Weather  Service  to  conduct  an  air  quality  study  in 
1963-64.  Weather  service  personnel  through  visual  observation,  complied 
the  following  information: 

INVERSION  OCCURRENCE  (DAYS) 

Night 

JFMAMJJASOND 
no  data  26  28  27  26  11  25 


Day  (6AM- 6FM) 

no  data  22  26  27  26  10  25 


It  appears  the  air  quality  in  and  around  the  proposed  subdivision  could 
be  effected  by  road  dust  or  smoke  from  burning  trash.  However,  the 
developer  plans  to  control  both.  Initially,  dust  from  road  construction 
may  degrade  air  quality,  but  plans  call  for  the  road  to  be  surfaced  with 
gravel . 

Garbage  and  trash  will  be  disposed  of  on  an  individual  basis  by  property 
owners.  Refuse  containers  will  be  placed  at  a collection  ^int  along 
Highway  35  near  the  turnoff  to  the  development.  The  containers  will  be 
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regularly  emptied  and  the  material  deposited  in  the  Flathead  County 
landfill. 

The  developers  estimate  that  125  lbs.  of  solid  waste  will  be  generated  a 
day  when  the  occupancy  rate  is  25  percent.  When  the  development  has  an 
occupancy  rate  of  90  percent  the  amount  of  solid  waste  generated  daily 
is  estimated  to  be  400  lbs. 

According  to  Russ  Rieben,  head  of  the  county’s  landfill  operation,  there 
is  enough  room  to  accomodate  refuse  from  the  proposed  development. 

7- Unique,  Endangered,  Fragile  or  Limited  Environmental  Resources 

Large  tracts  of  undeveloped  privately  owned  land  could  indeed  be  termed 
limited  and  unique  in  Flathead  Valley.  The  scenic  recreational  and 
financial  attractions  have  resulted  in  the  subdivision  of  thousands  of 
acres  of  private  land. 

The  sluggish  national  economny  temporarily  slowed  the  brisk  sales  to 
United  States  customers,  but  the  land  moritorium  in  British  Columbia  and 
high  price  of  land  in  other  Canadian  proviences,  prompted  an  influx  of 
Canadian  money  into  the  second  home  market  in  the  Flathead  area. 

It's  impossible  to  predict  that  every  acre  of  private  land  in  the  Flat- 
head  Valley  will  eventually  be  split  into  second  home  sites,  but  when 
ever  land  is  subdivided,  sold  and  developed  its  character  is  permanently 
changed. 

8 - Historical  and  Archaelogical  Sites 

With  the  gradual  melting  of  the  ice  of  the  Pleisocene  glacial  period,  a 
variety  of  flora  and  fauna  invaded  the  area.  When  the  flora  and  fauna 
had  developed  sufficiently  to  meet  human  food  needs,  which  may  have  been 
3,000  to  5,000  years  ago,  aboriginal  inhabitants  appeared,  migrating 
from  areas  to  the  south  and  west  which  had  escaped  glaciation. 

When  the  white  man  came,  the  area  was  populated  by  the  Upper  Kootenai 
tribe  with  the  Kalispell  to  the  west,  the  Salish  to  the  south  and  the 
Blackfeet  to  the  east. 

The  arrival  of  relatively  large  numbers  of  white  men  in  the  1880'  signaled 
the  end  of  the  Indian's  traditional  way  of  life,  Indian-\diite  relations 
in  the  study  area  were  peaceful  except  for  one  or  two  minor  skirmishes. 

The  comparatively  late  arrival  of  white  men  to  northwestern  Montana  was 
due  to  the  extreme  hostility  of  the  feared  Blackfeet  Indians  to  the 
east.  In  1809  David  Thompson  of  the  Northwest  Trading  Company  was  the 
first  white  man  to  view  this  region. 

The  discovery  of  gold  in  ]\tontana  in  1858  brought  miners  to  the  west 
central  portion  of  the  state  in  the  following  decade.  The  Bigfork  area 
it  thought  to  have  been  visited  by  prospectors  in  the  late  1860 's  and 
1870's. 
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With  the  completion  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  through  western 
l^ntana  in  1882,  the  influx  of  settlers  began.  The  first  idiite  man  to 
live  in  the  area  was  Frank  Linderman,  later  a well  known  author  and 
friend  of  the  Indians. 

The  names  and  numbers  of  settlers  were  unrecorded  during  the  next  decade, 
but  around  30  home  and  cabin  sites  mostly  occupied  by  retired  trappers, 
were  recorded  in  an  1893  survey. 

Many  of  the  early  residents  were  part-time  farmers  who  spent  considerable 
time  hunting,  fishing  and  trapping.  After  1890  the  true  farmers  began 
to  emerge  and  gradually  bought  out  the  original  settlers  or  homesteaded 
land  of  their  own. 

Clearing  the  forest  was  slow  and  arduous  work.  Crops  consisted  mainly 
of  spring  wheat,  oats  and  barley.  General  farming  was  somewhat  limited 
because  of  short  growing  seasons  and  frequent  frost  which  occasionally 
occur  during  the  summer  months.  Later,  because  of  frost  danger,  cabbage 
and  cool  weather  root  crops  such  as  potatoes,  carrots  and  rutabagas  were 
grown  in  large  quantities  and  stored  in  root  cellars.  The  earliest 
white  settlers  used  trees  for  buildings,  fences  and  fuel.  Many  trees 
were  burned  in  the  process  of  land  clearing.  Due  to  extensive  logging 
operations  and  inproved  machinery,  eventually  more  land  was  cleared  and 
put  into  cultivation  or  pasture. 

Increasing  settlement  created  a demand  for  more  finished  lumber.  The 
first  sawmill  in  Flathead  Valley  was  a waterpowered  mill  built  in  1884 
near  Foy's  Lake,  and  shortly  thereafter  several  small  mills  began  produc- 
tion. The  J.  O’Brian  Lumber  Ccmipany  constructed  a mill  at  Sauers  with  a 
yearly  capacity  of  40  million  board  feet.  Logs  were  transported  on  the 
Flathead  and  Swan  Rivers  and  towed  across  Flathead  Lake  to  Somers. 

Montana's  lumber  industry  of  this  period  was  enhanced  by  the  coming  of 
the  transcontinental  railroads,  the  boom  in  the  silver  and  copper  mining 
industries  and  the  consequent  population  influx.  The  greatest  impetus 
to  the  local  lumbering  industry  was  the  Great  Northern  Railroad,  which 
began  service  to  the  Northern  Flathead  Valley  in  1872. 

In  the  Bigfork  area  the  most  extensive  logging  was  done  between  1905  and 
1910.  The  logs  were  skidded  to  the  Sv^  River  Bank  during  the  winter 
and  floated  down  during  spring  and  early  summer  high  water. 

The  proposed  subdivision  is  in  an  area  idiich  was  burned  in  1910.  The 
fire  apparently  didn't  seriously  damage  the  larger  trees  because  from 
1930  to  1940  the  area  was  selectively  logged. 

Except  for  lumbering  and  sawmill  activity,  the  only  local  industry 
recorded  was  a small  cheese  factory  located  1/2  mile  north  of  the  present 
Echo  Lake  store.  A hydroelectric  power  plant  was  constructed  at  Bigfork 
just  outside  the  study  area  in  1901.  In  1907  this  was  sold  to  Northern 
Idaho  and  Montana  Power  Company  and  a low  concrete  dam  was  constructed 
across  the  Swan  River  above  the  rapids,  forming  a small  lake. 
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There  are  no  known  historically  or  archaelogically  significant  sites 
situated  on  or  near  the  site  of  the  proposed  subdivision,  however  the 
historical  land  use  activities  of  agriculture  and  logging  continue  today 
with  increasing  trends  toward  residential  and  recreational  uses. 

9 -Demands  on  Environmental  Resources  of  Land,  Water,  Air  and  Energy 

The  greatest  resource  demand  will  be  placed  on  the  land.  Not  only  will 
the  land  uses  be  changed,  but  the  demands  on  the  land  will  increase. 

More  intensive  use  and  the  absorption  of  sewage  will  be  two  of  the  major 
demands  placed  on  the  land. 

Persons  living  in  the  subdivision  will  depend  on  groundwater  for  drinking 
and  use  around  the  home.  The  proposed  subdivision  shouldn’t  pose  a 
threat  to  the  aquifer  supply,  but  the  supply  could  become  a concern  if 
the  developers  realize  their  long  term  plans  to  develop  1,800  acres. 

A great  demand  will  be  placed  on  the  use  of  energy  if  the  development 
becomes  primarily  a second  home  development.  The  use  of  the  homes 
during  the  summer  will  not  overshadow  the  fact  that  families,  in  keeping 
two  residences,  will  more  likely  consume  irare  energy  than  families  who 
maintain  a single  residence. 

Air  quality  might  be  effected  in  the  early  stages  of  road  construction, 
but  should  be  adequately  controlled  vdien  the  surface  is  graveled.  Trash 
will  be  taken  to  a central  disposal  area  by  individual  property  owners 
and  will  not  be  burnt. 

10  § 11-Social  Structures  5 Culteral  Uniqueness 

While  the  project  area  lies  within  a totally  undeveloped  area  and  could 
possibly  develop  a social  character  of  its  own  it  should  be  more  realisti- 
cally considered  as  an  extension  of  the  Bigfork  coranunity.  Because 
Bigfork  and  the  immediate  lake  shore  area  has  a strongly  oriented  recrea- 
tional identity  it  would  appear  near  certain  that  the  proposed  development 
will  be  in  harmony  with  the  existing  social  structuring. 

The  arts  and  crafts  have  flourished  to  an  unusal  degree  in  the  pleasant 
and  tranquil  Bigfork  environment.  Retirement  families  on  small  acreages 
or  even  smaller  "city”  lots  are  common.  IMtil  the  subdivision  acquires 
a size  and  scope  capable  of  execting  undesirable  urban  pressures  in  the 
existing  informal  and  relaxed  local  way  of  life  this  project  should 
prove  to  be  no  threat  to  those  now  living  in  the  area. 

12-Access  to  and  Quality  of  Recreational  and  Wilderness  Activities 

The  subdivision  will  be  in  the  center  of  one  of  the  most  diverse  recrea- 
tional areas  in  the  nation.  In  addition  to  the  recreational  opportunities 
offered  by  the  Quarter  Circle  L.A.  Ranch  Corporation,  property  owners 
will  have  access  to  boating,  fishing  and  swimming  in  Flathead  Lake,  Swan 
Lake  and  Hungry  Horse  Reservoir.  Additionally,  recreationalists  will  be 
close  to  the  Flathead  and  Swan  Rivers. 
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Persons  who  enjoy  camping,  hiking  or  picnicking  will  be  near  the  Bob 
Marshall  Wilderness  Area,  Jewel  Basin  and  Glacier  National  Park. 

For  those  who  are  interested  in  winter  sports,  there  are  thousands  of 
acres  of  federally  owned  land  for  snowmobiling,  cross  country  skiing  and 
snowshoing,  and  persons  who  enjoy  alpine  skiing,  the  Big  Mountain  ski 
resort  is  31  miles  north  of  Bigfork. 

The  impact  of  adding  around  162  persons  to  the  number  of  persons  presently 
enjoying  the  variety  of  recreational  opportunities  in  the  i^per  Flathead 
Valley  will  be  slight,  but  if  the  development  is  developed  to  its  fullest 
potential,  the  impact  will  be  significant. 

13- Local  and  State  Tax  Base  and  Tax  Revenues 

The  wood  products  industry  and  aluminum  plant  at  Columbia  Falls  provides 
a substantial  portion  of  the  tax  base  for  Flathead  County.  Another 
sector  of  the  economy  which  provides  a good  portion  of  tax  revenues  is 
the  subdivision  of  rural  land  for  recreational  or  second  home  development. 
The  subdividing  of  rural  land  normally  changes  the  taxable  valuation 
from  agricultural  or  timber  lands  to  single  family,  residential,  which 
results  in  a much  greater  tax  potential. 

According  to  the  State  Department  of  Revenue's  latest  report,  1974  the 
state  collected  $480,580  in  1974  for  state  taxes.  The  report  also 
indicated  the  most  recent  tax  figure  for  personal  property  taxes  in 
Flathead  County  was  $649,314  in  1973. 

According  to  the  developers,  the  proposed  development  site  is  now  assessed 
as  timberland  at  42  cents  an  acre.  The  value  of  the  land  will  increase 
appreciably  if  the  subdivision  becomes  a reality,  but  an  official  in  the 
Flathead  County  assessor's  office  said  the  assessed  value  of  the  developed 
land  will  depend  on  the  market  value  of  each  lot. 

The  proposed  subdivision  should  not  substantially  effect  the  county's 
tax  base. 

14 - Agricultural  or  Industrial  Production 

Historically,  agricultural  activity  in  and  around  the  proposed  subdivi- 
sion has  been  limited  to  timber  production  and  livestock  grazing.  As 
stated  in  the  discussion  of  vegetation,  the  developers  own  enough  timber- 
land  to  possibly  manage  their  property  for  commercial  timber  purposes, 
but  this  is  not  their  intention. 

According  to  the  engineering  consultant  for  the  developers,  various  open 
spaces  and  meadows  have  been  used  for  pasturing  horses. 

The  propsed  subdivision  will  permanently  remove  the  107- acres  from  use 
as  pasture  or  timberland,  but  should  not  pose  a serious  impact  to  local 
agricultural  or  industrial  concerns. 
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The  loss  of  the  timberland  should  not  alter  the  operation  of  the  wood 
products  industries  in  the  upper  Flathead  Valley  area. 

15 - Human  Health 

People  living  in  the  proposed  development  will  be  about  20  miles  from  a 
complete  medical  center  in  Kalispell.  The  city  is  the  medical  hub  for 
the  Upper  Flathead  Valley,  and  includes  a new  hospital,  a variety  of 
ambulance  services,  doctors,  dentists  and  a number  of  pharmacists. 

No  medical  doctors  practice  in  Bigfork,  however  there  is  a chiropractor 
and  two  dentists. 

According  to  the  Flathead  County  Health  Department  residents  in  the 
Bigfork  area  have  access  to  a variety  of  ambulance  services.  It  is 
possible  for  persons  needing  local  emergency  medical  service  to  receive 
helicopter  or  motor  vehicle  ambulance  service  to  the  Kalispell  hospital. 

For  persons  requiring  medical  transportation  outside  the  Flathead  Valley 
area,  a fixed  wing  air  ambulance  service  is  available  in  Kalispell. 

The  anticipated  size  of  the  development  should  not  effect  the  operation 
of  present  ambulance  or  medical  services. 

16 - Quantity  and  Distribution  of  Community  and  Personal  Income 

According  to  the  1970  edition  of  the  "Montana  Data  Book,"  the  median 
income  for  the  10,020  families  living  in  Flathead  County  in  1969  was 
$8,567  per  family. 

In  another  study,  the  State  Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis  categorically 
listed  the  major  sources  of  personal  income  in  the  county.  According  to 
the  1973  figures  a total  of  $107,316,000  was  paid  to  working  persons. 
Private  business  and  industry  paid  $99,720,000  in  salaries.  Government 
agencies  accounted  for  $23,000,000  and  agriculture  paid  workers  $3,176,000. 

In  the  area  of  business  and  industry,  manufacturers  spent  the  most  for 
salaries,  $39,096,000.  Wholesale  and  retail  trade  was  second  with 
$19,532,000  and  service  businesses  third,  $14,018,000. 

Since  the  proposed  subdivision  will  primarily  be  a second  or  retirement 
home  development  it  is  presumed  that  most  of  the  owners  will  not  be 
permanent  residents  and  not  be  employed  in  Flathead  County. 

17 - Transportation  networks  and  traffic  flows 

The  arterial  highway  carrying  traffic  to  and  from  the  proposed  develop- 
ment is  Montana  Highway  35.  The  highway  parallels  the  east  shore  of 
Flathead  Lake,  intersecting  with  U.S.  Highway  93  south  of  Poison  and 
with  U.S.  Highway  2 between  Kalispell  and  Columbia  Falls. 

Traffic  along  the  two-way  state  highway  is  busiest  during  June,  July  and 
August,  according  to  an  official  in  the  State  Department  of  Highways 
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division  office  in  Kalispell.  The  spokesman  said  trucks  hauling  cherries 
from  east  shore  orchards  to  shipping  warehouses  in  Kalispell  and  tourists 
account  for  the  heavy  summer  traffic  along  the  highway. 

In  a letter  to  the  Areawide  Planning  Organization,  James  Keithley, 
supervisor  of  the  division's  construction  section,  said  he  and  his  staff 
had  reviewed  the  proposed  subdivision  plan  and  recommended  that: 

. . Approaches  must  be  limited  with  good  sight  distance  for 
safety  and  drainage  structures  provided  where  warranted.  This  will 
require  an  approach  permit  which  must  be  applied  for  at  this  office 
and  approved  before  installation." 

The  first  phase  of  the  subdivision  should  not  seriously  effect  existing 
traffic  flows  along  Highway  35,  however  full  development  of  the  corpora- 
tion's property  would  likely  require  an  indepth  study  of  the  intact  it 
might  have  on  the  highway,  and  other  highways  and  roads  in  the  Bigfork 
area. 

18 - Quantity  and  Distribution  of  Employment 

The  leading  employers  in  Flathead  County  are  manufacturers,  trade  busi- 
nesses, service  businesses  and  federal,  state  and  local  governments. 

Since  the  proposed  subdivision  will  be  a second  home  or  retirement 
development  it  shouldn't  effect  the  employment  market. 

19- Distribution  and  Density  of  Population  and  Housing 

The  1970  census  figures  set  Kalispell 's  population  at  10,526  and  Bigfork 's 
population  at  500.  Since  then  both  have  shown  signs  of  growth,  in  terms 
of  new  businesses  and  homes,  but  it  is  impossible  to  say  exactly  how 
much  each  has  grown.  The  entire  upper  Flathead  Vally  has  attracted  a 
number  of  new  persons,  and  according  to  national  trend  of  persons  moving 
from  populated  areas  to  less  populated  areas,  this  trend  should  continue. 
Consequently,  it  seems  safe  to  say  the  population  in  Bigfork  and  the 
Bigfork  area  will  continue  to  grow. 

There  are  no  statistics  which  address  the  quantity  and  type  of  housing 
in  the  Bigfork  area,  but  a study  by  the  APO  gives  an  indication  of  the 
type  and  condition  of  housing  in  the  Flathead  County  area.  This  geographic 
designation  does  not  include:  Columbia  Falls  or  the  Columbia  Falls 
planning  area;  the  Kalispell  or  Kalispell  planning  area,  or  the  Whitefish 
or  Whitefish  planning  area. 

From  information  complied  from  the  county  appraiser's  records,  the  APO 
found  that  there  were  a total  of  4,689  dwellings  in  the  county  planning 
area.  The  3,243  detached  single  family  homes  were  classed  as  follows: 
substandard,  433;  deficient,  1,626,  and  standard,  1,184.  There  were  43 
multi-family  homes  classed  as  substandard  and  65  judged  to  be  standard. 

The  report  also  determined  that  there  were  1,053  mobile  homes  and  285 
seasonal  dwellings. 
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Homes  in  the  proposed  developnent  either  could  be  classified  as  detached 
single-family  homes,  or  for  persons  using  the  dwelling  as  a second  home, 
a seasonal  dwelling. 

20 -Demands  of  Government  Services 

The  impact  of  54  second  or  retirement  homes  in  the  Bigfork  area  will  not 
lead  to  expanding  exisiting  government  services  according  to  Flathead 
County  Sheriff  A1  Rierson,  Bigfork  School  Superintendent  Joe  Eslick  and 
Bigfork  Volunteer  Fire  Chief  Joe  Nelson. 

Bigfork  is  unincorporated,  thus  it  doesn' t have  a city  government  or 
police  force.  The  county  sheriff's  office  provides  law  enforcement,  and 
presently  has  a deputy  who  patrols  the  Bigfork  area.  The  sheriff  said 
another  deputy  will  soon  be  hired  to  help  patrol  the  area.  "We've  been 
planning  for  sometime  to  add  another  deputy.  I don't  think  the  proposed 
development  will  necessitate  more  help,"  he  said. 

Superintendent  Eslick  said  a second  home- retirement  type  of  development 
shouldn't  effect  school  enrollments,  and  even  if  some  of  the  occupants 
with  school  aged  children  decided  to  live  there  permanently,  it  probably 
wouldn't  cause  much  of  an  impact.  He  noted  that,  to  his  knowledge,  the 
school  trustees  had  never  officially  discussed  the  proposed  subdivision. 

While  discussing  devlopment  around  Bigfork,  the  superintendent  said  if 
the  hundreds  of  subdivided  lots  in  the  Bigfork  area  were  developed, 
there  would  be  enormous  problems. 

The  grade  school,  kindergarten  through  eighth  grade,  presently  has  350 
students,  and  the  high  school  has  about  280  students,  Eslick  said. 

The  boundary  line  for  the  school  district  runs  five  miles  west  of  the 
Flathead  River;  extends  about  nine  miles  north  of  Bigfork;  runs  along 
the  Swan  Mountain  Range  to  the  east  and  extends  south  to  the  Missoula 
County  line  in  the  Swan  Valley  and  to  Yellow  Bay  in  the  Flathead  Valley. 

Since  there  are  no  major  manufacturers  in  the  district,  money  to  operate 
the  schools  comes  mostly  from  property  taxes,  the  superintendent  said. 

The  Bigfork  Volunteer  Fire  Department  is  responsible  for  structural 
fires  in  the  Bigfork  area  and  the  State  Division  of  Forestry  handles 
wildland  forest  fires,  according  to  Chief  Nelson.  He  said  he  didn't 
think  the  proposed  development  would  alter  the  fire  department's  present 
operation. 

However,  William  Wright,  northwest  area  firewarden  for  the  state,  said 
in  a letter  to  the  APO,  that  a subdivision  in  a forested  area  increases 
the  potential  of  forest  fires,  and  suggested  the  developers: 

a)  Have  an  adequate  water  storage  and  supply  system  for  fire 
suppression. 
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b)  Locate  fire  hydrants  at  strategic  locations  throughout  the 
subdivision. 

c)  To  work  with  the  volunteer  fire  department  and  the  state  to 
insure  that  equipment  installed  for  subdivision  fire  protection 
can  be  used  by  both  fire  protection  groups, 

21 - Industrial  and  Commercial  Activity 

There  are  no  major  manufacturers  in  the  Bigfork  area,  but  the  commercial 
activity  in  and  around  the  town  seems  to  be  growing.  The  addition  of 
more  people  to  the  area  should  stimulate  business,  even  if  the  business 
is  seasonal. 

2 2 - Locally  adopted  Environmental  Plans  and  Goals 

The  Flathead  County  Areawide  Planning  Organization  held  a public  meeting 
to  discuss  the  proposed  subdivision  in  Bigfork  last  year,  and  according 
to  planner  Jim  Itohn,  there  was  a good  turnout.  ”Most  of  the  18  persons 
were  concerned  about  the  possible  effect  the  development  would  have  on 
hunting,"  he  said. 

In  addition  to  the  public  meeting,  the  East  Shore- Swan  Planning  Advisory 
Group  made  the  following  coimients  to  the  APO:  ".  . . One  of  our  concerns 
is  that  the  covenants  be  strictly  enforced.  We  feel  that  the  county 
should  help  to  enforce  them.  . ." 

. . The  developer  meets  all  of  our  objectives  that  pertain  to  the 
subdivision  with  the  exception  of  one,  number  seven  viiich  restricts 
tracts  to  not  less  than  20  acres  in  highly  productive  timberland  and  in 
winter  game  range.  The  area  qualifies  as  good  winter  game  range.  This 
particular  subdivision.  Ranch  Unit  1,  which  contains  52  (actually  54) 
lots  encompassing  105.7  (107.45)  acres  violates  this  objective.  However, 
if  we  use  the  ratio  of  52  (54)  to  2,000  plus  acres  which  is  the  approxi- 
mate size  of  the  Averill  holdings,  it  more  than  satisfies  the  objective. 
But  it  is  our  understanding  that  this  Unit  1 is  the  first  of  four  units 
to  be  developed.  If  all  four  units  are  relatively  the  same  size,  then 
this  means  200  plus  residences  on  the  2,000  plus  acres  of  winter  game 
range.  Using  the  ratio  of  200  to  2,000  one  can  see  that  our  objective 
would  be  violated.  . ." 

After  considering  the  information  derived  frcM  the  planning  staff,  the 
public  hearing  and  the  East  Shore- Swan  Planning  Advisory  Group,  the 
Flathead  County  Commissioners  last  July  granted  preliminary  approval  to 
the  development  based  on  the  following  conditions: 

1.  The  water  and  sewage  systems  be  approved  by  the  State  Department  of 
Health  and  the  County  Sanitarian. 

2.  The  access  approach  to  Highway  35  be  approved  by  the  State  Highway 
Department . 
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3.  The  preliminary  approval  statement  apply  only  to  the  107.45  acres 
reviewed.  All  further  proposals  will  be  reviewed  in  accordance 
with  HB  666  and  must  be  suhnitted  with  a master  plan  for  all  areas 
to  be  developed. 

4.  All  roads  have  a 60  foot  right- of -^^^ay  and  remain  private  with  the 
proper  easements. 

5.  No  further  subdivision  of  lots 

6.  Covenants  and  road  easements  for  each  lot  be  filed  and  recorded. 

7.  A variance  be  obtained  for  granting  a longer  cul-de-sac  than  standards 
allow. 

Since  then  the  County  Sanitarian  has  reviewed  the  plans  and  data  pertain- 
ing to  the  water  and  sewage  systems  and  has  granted  approval. 

Primary,  Secondary  and  Cumulative  Impacts: 

The  proposed  development  will  result  in  building  houses  in  an  area  which 
has  been  principally  used  for  growing  trees  and  recreation,  and  could 
add  more  than  150  persons  to  the  Bigfork  community. 

Secondary  impacts  might  include  greater  demands  for  goods  and  services, 
which  in  terms  of  the  business  community  would  probably  be  welcomed,  but 
in  terms  of  government  services,  could  raise  taxes. 

According  to  a number  of  sources  the  proposed  subdivision  should  not 
alter  the  current  life  style  of  persons  living  in  the  Bigfork  area,  but 
if  a number  of  similar  subdivisions  suddenly  brought  in  an  influx  of 
residents,  permanent  or  seasonal,  a number  of  social  and  economic  problems 
might  occur. 

Potential  Growth  Inducing  or  Inhibiting  Impacts: 

The  development  will  add  to  the  population,  but  as  mentioned,  the  proposal 
itself  should  not  pose  a significant  impact  on  the  current  population. 

Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitments  of  Environmental  Resources: 

The  greatest  permanent  resource  commitment  will  be  that  of  land.  The 
nature  of  the  use  will  change  frc«n  growing  timber  and  providing  recreat- 
ional opportunities  to  housing  people. 

Hypothetically,  it  would  be  possible  for  the  homes  to  be  destroyed  and 
the  people  to  more  elsewhere,  but  the  mere  mechanics  of  building  a home 
and  furnishing  it  with  the  necessities  of  modem  living  will  permanently 
alter  the  character  of  the  land. 

The  acreage  will  also  be  subtracted  from  the  amount  of  winter  game  range 
available  to  deer  and  elk.  In  con^arison  to  the  total  amount  of  land 
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now  available  for  winter  range,  the  107  acres  may  seem  small,  however 
the  fact  remains  the  land  will  be  lost. 

Small  developments  taken  on  an  individual  basis  generally  do  not  prove 
to  be  serious  threats  to  wildlife,  but  the  omiulative  impact  of  small 
developments  create  a creeping,  piecemeal  reduction  of  winter  game 
range. 

Economic  and  Environmental  Benefits  and  Costs: 

Economically,  the  project  should  bring  money  into  the  county  by  means  of 
housing  starts,  living  costs  and  taxes. 

The  value  of  the  land  will  increase  appreciably,  providing  more  tax 
dollars  for  the  school  district  and  county  government. 

Local  builders  will  initially  benefit  from  the  increase  in  home  building, 
but  over  a long  period  of  time  local  merchants  will  benefit  the  most 
from  increased  trade- -even  if  iiKOst  of  it  is  of  a seasonal  nature. 

There  are  some  costs  which  must  be  balanced  against  the  benefits.  More 
people  means  there  is  the  potential  for  an  increase  in  local  and  county 
government  services.  Yet  in  this  case  it  appears  the  development  won't 
be  directly  responsible  for  growth  in  either  government  or  schools. 

Many  of  the  environmental  costs  have  already  been  discussed.  These 
include  the  loss  of  winter  game  range,  taking  land  out  of  timber  produc- 
tion, changing  the  aesthetic  nature  of  the  landscape  and  reducing  recrea- 
tional opportunities. 

The  provisions  made  by  the  developer  to  control  the  integrity  of  develo- 
pment will  benefit  the  project.  The  restrictive  covenants,  it  conscienc- 
iously  followed,  should  keep  degradation  of  natural  resources  to  a 
minimum. 

Short-Term  Costs  and  Benefits  vs.  Maintenance  and  Enhancement  of  Long- 
Term  Productivity  of  the  Environment: 

The  developers  said  it  was  uneconomical  to  build  community  water  and 
sewage  systems,  thus  each  homeowner  will  have  to  install  a septic  tank 
and  drainfield  and  drill  a well.  In  terms  of  wells,  it  would  be  possible 
for  several  homeowners  to  share  costs  for  drilling  and  maintaining  a 
well. 

However,  if  sewage  or  water  problems  occur  it  might  be  wise  for  developer 
to  reconsider  building  ccarmiunity  systems. 

A consideration  favoring  community  systems  would  be  if  the  developers 
decide  to  develop  all  or  a portion  of  the  remaining  property,  community 
systems  would  decrease  the  buyer's  costs  and  reduce  the  amount  of  distur- 
bance to  the  land. 
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Alt  ematives: 

1)  The  proposed  development  could  be  disapproved. 

2)  The  proposal  could  be  unconditionally  approved. 

3)  The  proposed  developnent  could  be  approved  on  the  conditions 

that: 

a)  The  developers  abide  by  all  State  Department  of  Health 
and  Environmental  Sciences  and  Flathead  County  Sanitary 
regulations  which  pertain  to  disposal  of  sewage  and  solid 
waste  and  tests  for  water  purity. 

b)  The  County  Sanitarian  approve  the  individual  placement  of 
drainfields. 

c)  An  access  approach  to  Montana  Highway  35  be  approved  by 
the  State  Department  of  Highways. 

d)  The  environmental  impact  of  the  total  development  (now 
encompassing  approximately  1,800  acres)  will  be  evaluated 
when  (and  if)  the  next  phase  of  the  devlopment  is  proposed. 


Recommendat ion : 


The  Subdivision  Bureau  recanmends  the  third  alternative. 
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KALISPELL,  MONTANA  59901 


June  26,  1973 


Subject:  Reserve  Drive  Estates,  subdivision 


Gentlemen: 

The  enclosed  Environmental  Impact  Statement  has  been  prepared  for  the 
proposed  Reserve  Drive  Estates  Subdivision,  located  approximately  1/2  mile 
west  of  the  BNathead  River,  and  1/2  mile  north  of  U.S»  Highway  2,  3 1/2 
miles  northeast  of  Kalispelb 

Under  Montana  law,  a person  or  agency  has  thirty  days  to  submit  comments 
and/or-  supply  additional  information.  An  additional  fifteen  days  may  be  grant(.*d 
upon  written  request  to  an  individual  or-  agency. 

Following  the  statutory  period,  the  project  will  be  reviewed  in  light  of 
comments  received  that  are  applicable  under  Montana  law. 

Sincerely, 


Public  Health  Engineer 
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DRAFT 


ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


for 

Reserve  Drive  Estates 


Flathead  County,  Montana 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69-6504  (b)  (3), 
the  act  controlling  both  public  and  private  water  supply  and  sewage  disposal  for 
subdivisions.  Section  69-5001  to  5005;  and  the  act  to  control  water  pollution. 
Section  69-4801  to  4827,  the  following  statement  is  prepared  by  the  State  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  Environmental  Sciences  Division, 
concerning  the  proposed  Reserve  Drive  Estates  Subdivision,  located  3 1/2  miles 
northeast  of  Kalispell  in  Flathead  County,  Montana. 


Description  of  Project  and  Proposed  Action: 

The  Montana  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  has 
received  plans  and  specifications  and  a request  for  removal  of  sanitary  restric- 
tions for  Reserve  Drive  Estates,  a proposed  subdivision  3 1/2  miles  northeast 
of  Kalispell,  Montana.  The  subdivision  consists  of  25  lots,  occupying  about 
48  acres  exclusive  of  road  easements.  The  subdivision  is  approximately  3/4 
mile  long  and  600  feet  wide,  and  lot  sizes  are  fairly  large  as  shown  below: 


Lot  Size 

Number  of 

(Acres) 

Lots 

2.  2 

3 

2.  0 

18 

1.  3 

4 

Total  47,  8 acres 

Total  25  lots 

Avei'age  1.9  acres 

The  subdivision  does  not  involve  any  waterfront,  although  flooding  and 
high  groundwater  are  both  factors  which  have  been  extensively  studied  by  the 
consulting  engineers  for  the  project. 

The  [)roJect  ownei’  is  John  Stewart  of  Kalispell,  and  the  project  engineei’ 
is  Dean  K.  Marquardt,  P.  E.,  of  Kalis[)ell.  Treasure  State  Realtors  is  pro- 
viding the  professional  real  estate  service. 
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Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Reserve  Drive  Estates  Subdivision 


June  26,  1973 
Page  Two 


Topogra[)hy ; 

The  proposed  subdivision  is  located  on  slightly  rolling  terrain  with  only  14  feet 
total  difference  in  relief  of  the  original  teri-ain,  the  lowest  (joint  (elevation  2914) 
occurring  at  the  southern  extremity  of  the  property  and  the  highest  point  (elevation 
2928)  at  the  northern  extremity. 

Approximately  30%  of  the  subdivision  (the  North  portion)  has  been  cleared  for 
farming  purposes,  and  the  remaining  70%  is  heavily  forested  with  fir  and  deciduous 
trees,  except  where  sixty-foot  roadways  have  already  been  cleared. 

Several  low  areas  exist  within  the  subdivision,  and  these  areas  are  subject  to 
possible  water  table  and  flooding  problems  discussed  below. 


Soils,  Water  Table,  and  Flooding: 


According  to  the  Soil  Consei'vation  Service's  soils  report  for  the  Flathead  Valley, 
the  area  of  the  proposed  subdivision  includes  three  soil  types.  These  soils  are  de- 
scr  ibed  be  low : 


Soil  Type 

Approximate  % 
of  Subdivision 

SCS  Agricultural 
Rating 

SCS  Recommended 
Restrictions  on 

Septic  Tanks 

Chamokane 

Soils 

o 

CO 

II 

Severe  restrictions 
due  to  flooding,  pond- 
ing, groundwater 
pollution 

Birch  Gravelly 
Loam 

15% 

VI 

Moderate  restriction.^ 
due  to  flooding,  pond- 
ing, groundwater 
pollution 

Kiwanis  Fine 
Sandy  Loam 

5% 

III 

Moderate  restricticju - 
due  to  Seasonal  water 
table  and  groundwater 
pollution 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service's  ratings  range  from  I to  VIII  with  I the  most 
suitable  for  agricultural  use  and  VIII  the  least.  The  majority  of  the  soils  in  the 
subdivision  are  rate  II,  a high  agricultural  capability  rating,  but  the  soils  report 
recommends  that  the  land  is  best  suited  for  (jasture  because  of  erosion  problems 
in  this  soil  type.  All  things  considered,  therefore,  the  area  cannot  be  termed 
prime  agricultural  land. 

Investigation  holes  provided  by  the  engineer  indicate  that  the  subsurface  strata 
consist  almost  entirely  of  sand  and  gravel,  with  some  occasional  silt  to  a depth  of 
I 0 feet. 
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The  water  table  has  been  investigated  by  the  engineers  at  eleven  different 
locations  within  the  subdivision.  The  highest  water  table  was  found  to  be  more 
than  eight  feet  below  the  ground  surface.  However,  several  low  areas  exist 
where  test  holes  were  not  placed,  and  to  determine  water  table  levels  in  such 
areas,  the  developer's  topographic  map  was  consulted  for  elevation  differences. 

In  this  manner  it  was  possible  to  define  areas  of  unsuitably  high  or  questionable 
groundwater. 

State  regulations  require  that  the  water  table  be  at  least  four  feet  below  the 
bottome  of  the  drainfield.  Drainfields  normally  are  constructed  at  a depth  of 
two  feet,  and  providing  necessary  slopes  for  sewage  flow  another  foot  normally 
is  lost.  Therefore,  any  location  where  the  seasonal  water  table  is  less  than 
seven  feet  below  ground  surface  is  considered  questionable  or  unsuitable  for 
standard  septic  tank  installations. 

In  this  manner,  it  was  determined  that  nine  lots  included  portions  which  were 
unsuitable  or  very  questionable  with  regard  to  water  table.  However,  the  pro- 
posed lots  are  large,  and  any  lot  providing  20,  000  square  feet  of  suitable  land 
would  meet  State  Standards  even  if  the  remaining  acreage  were  unsuitable. 

Applying  this  criteria,  only  one  lot  appears  to  be  in  serious  groundwater  problems. 
Lot  #10  appears  to  be  about  3/4  unsuitable,  leaving  just  about  the  minimum  20,  000 
square  feet  of  suitable  area.  Also,  lots  11,  13,  17  and  18  have  30  to  50%  of  their 
respective  areas  in  suitable  groundwater  conditions.  Locations  of  septic  systems 
on  all  of  the  above  lots  should  be  carefully  controlled  to  assure  the  systems  are 
installed  on  the  highest  possible  ground. 

It  should  l)e  pointed  out  that  this  Department's  regulation  on  groundwater  is 
limited  to  only  a single  season's  observation,  that  season  being  chosen  at  the 
developer's  discretion.  The  1973  season  is  dryer  than  normal,  and  it  is  probable 
that  in  wetter  years  the  ground  water  conditions  on  several  of  the  proposed  lots 
would  be  unsuitable  in  their  entirety. 

Flooding  has  historically  been  a problem  in  the  proposed  subdivision.  All  of 
the  area  was  inundated  in  the  1964  flood,  and  according  to  the  Corps  of  Engineer's 
flood  reports,  about  40  to  50%  of  the  subdivision  is  in  the  100-year  flood  plain. 

The  50-year  flood  plain  is  not  defined  in  this  area,  but  it  is  not  likely  that  any  part 
of  the  subdivision  is  located  therein.  At  present,  no  known  governmental  agency 
has  express  authority  over  flood  plain  development.  Such  development  can,  how- 
ever, be  expected  to  eventually  affect  all  residents  of  the  Flathead  Valley,  as  flood 
plain  development  will  ultimately  lead  to  increased  pressure  to  construct  flood 
control  dams  on  the  presently  free-flowing  North  and  Middle  Forks  of  the  Flathead 
River. 


Water  Supply  and  Sewage  Disposal: 

Drilled  wells  for  water,  and  septic  tank  drainfield  sewage  disposal  systems  are 
to  be  installed  by  the  individual  lot  owners. 

The  soils  appear  to  be  amenable  to  septic  tank  use  provided  low  areas  with 
high  water  table  are  avoided.  Percolation  data  furnished  by  the  engineer  averages 
1-1/2  minutes  per  inch,  which  is  a good  percolation  rate  for  sewage  disposal. 
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Individual  wells  for  water  supply  would  be  entirely  acceptable.  Because  of 
th(,‘  scarcity  of  water  wells  in  the  area,  the  depth  to  the  deep  aquifer  is  not  known. 

Existing  well  data  for  the  general  area  indicates  that  groundwater  is  being 
tapped  with  shallow  wells  approximately  15  feet  deep.  Such  shallow  systems 
would  not  meed  this  Department's  requirements  for  minimum  depth,  and  because 
of  the  high  water  table,  v;ould  be  susceptible  to  possible  sewage  contamination. 

If  this  subdivision  is  to  have  sanitary  restrictions  removed  by  this  Department, 
deep  drilled  wells  would  be  required  to  protect  public  health.  Sand  points  and 
dug  wells  would  be  expressly  prohibited  in  the  sanitary  restriction  removal 
doc  ument. 


Solid  Waste  Disposal: 

Refuse  handling  would  be  the  responsibility  of  individual  lot  owners. 


Air  Pollution: 

Development  road  surfaces  would  be  gravel,  minimizing  problems  with  dust. 
Individual  driveways  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  lot  owners.  Some  clearing 
will  doubtless  take  place,  and  the  resulting  slash  will  be  burned,  adding  to  the 
particulate  air  pollution  in  the  valley.  The  total  air  pollution  impact  on  the  valley 
is  expected  to  be  negligible. 


Probable  Impact  on  Environment: 

The  impact  of  this  development  is  expected  to  be  considerable  on  the  immediat 
development  property.  During  an  inspection  on  December  1,  1972,  a number  of 
deer  tracks  were  observed  within  the  proposed  subdivision.  Other  animals  and 
birds  doubtless  inhalDit  this  area,  and  this  habitat  would  be  permanently  lost  or 
severely  limited  if  the  subdivision  were  fully  developed. 

The  surrounding  area  would  experience  some  impact  associated  with  an  in- 
creased population.  The  area  is  included  in  the  Stillwater  Game  Preserve, 
established  by  the  Montana  Fish  and  Game  Department,  so  presumably  there 
would  be  no  hunting  impact  on  the  immediate  or  surrounding  area. 

Some  50  acres  of  land  would  be  permanently  committed  for  the  purpose  of 
residential  development,  to  the  exclusion  of  all  other  uses  including  farming, 
timber  management  and  public  recreation. 

Permanent  structures  would  be  limited  only  by  subdivision  covenants,  or 
possible  future  county  zoning  in  the  area.  Presumably,  the  lots  would  be  devel- 
oped only  with  single  family  dwelling  units. 

Aesthetically,  the  development  will  have  little  impact  for  passers-by,  as  it 
is  well  away  from  any  major  highway,,  and  is  primarily  located  within  a for’ested 
area.  Approximately  30%  of  the  development  in  the  north  portion  would  be  located 
in  open,  cleared  fields,  readily  visible  from  East  Reserve  Drive. 
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Short  Term  vs.  Long  Term  Uses  of  the  Environment: 

Land  subdivision  is,  for  all  practical  purposes,  a permanent  commitment  of 
lando  As  mentioned  above,  the  subdivision  would  be  incompatible  with  any  other 
land-related  uses,  including  farming,  timber  management,  public  recreation,  etc. 
Compatibility  with  game  habitat  would  be  very  restricted.  Essentially,  approval 
of  the  proposed  subdivision  would  be  a long-term  commitment  of  the  land  for  the 
single  purpose  of  residential  development. 


Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitments  of  Resources: 

Approval  of  the  proposed  subdivision  would  be,  at  least  politically,  an  irre- 
versible commitment  of  some  50  acres  of  land.  Physically,  the  land  could  at 
any  time  be  completely  reclaimed  to  its  present  condition.  Other  than  the  mater- 
ials to  be  used  in  construction  of  family  dwellings,  there  is  little  irreversible 
commitment  of  any  resource  other  than  land  to  be  made  or  implied  by  an  approval 
of  the  development. 


Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Action: 

Some  alternative  uses  of  the  50  acres  of  land  under  consideration  are  as 
follows ; 

1.  Forest  Management. 

The  area  could  be  managed  to  indefinitely  sustain  a timber  yield. 

2.  Agriculture. 

The  area  could  be  cleared  and  utilized  for  agricultural  purposes,  to 
produce  a sustained  yield  of  crops  (if  tilled)  or  meat  (if  used  for  grazing). 

3.  Preservation, 

The  land  could  be  permanently  preserved  in  its  existing  condition  for 
sustained  public  use,  perhaps  as  a park,  recreation  area  or  game  pre- 
serve. There  is  little  to  set  this  area  apart  as  unique,  or  to  encourage 
preservation  except  that  public  woodlands  in  the  Flathead  Valley  are 
continually  being  more  restricted,  to  the  detriment  of  game  habitat,  and 
public  recreation, 

4.  Special  Conditions  or  Restrictions. 

The  sanitary  restrictions  could  be  removed  from  the  development  with 
conditions  imposed,  to  assure  safe  water  supply  systems,  and  to  assure 
construction  of  sewage  systems  only  on  the  high  portions  of  the  subdivision 
lots  to  prevent  groundwater  pollution.  Covenants  could  also  be  utilized 
to  impose  any  number  of  special  restrictions  on  land  use  within  the  sub- 
division. Enforcement  of  covenants  is,  of  course,  the  responsibility  of 
the  lot  owners  within  the  subdivision, 

5-  Partial  Approval. 

With  sufficient  reason  for  doing  so,  it  is  possible  to  remove  sanitary 
restrictions  on  only  part  of  a subdivision,  leaving  the  restrictions  in 
effect  on  those  lots  which  have  special  problems. 
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Sources  of  Information: 


The  following  references,  along  with  a field  investigation  of  the  area  and 
information  supplied  by  the  engineer,  provided  data  for  the  preparation  of  this 
statement. 

1.  Montana  Bureau  of  Mines  & Geology,  "Basic  Water  Data  Report  No.  3, 
Kalispell  Valley,  Montana",  25  pp.  & map,  (1966), 

2.  U.  So  Dept,  of  Agriculture,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  "Soil  Survey, 
Upper  Flathead  Valley  Area,  Montana",  67  pp,  + 40  maps.  (1960). 

3.  U.S.  Dept,  of  Agriculture,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  "Engineering 
Properties  & Soil  Interpretations  For  Use  In  Resource  Planning  & 
Development;  A Supplement  to  Soil  Survey,  Upper  Flathead  Valley  Area, 
Montana",  34  pp.  (1970). 


This  Statement  has  been  Prepared  By: 

David  Nunnallee,  BSCE,  MSCE,  PE,  Public  Health  Engineer  for  the  Montana 
State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  Related  experience  in- 
cludes six  years  of  work  as  a sanitary  engineer  for  the  States  of  Washington  and 
Montana. 


Copies  Sent  To: 

1.  Mr.  John  Stewart,  c/oTresure  State  Realtors,  351  N.  Main,  Kalispell 

2.  Mr.  Fletcher  Newby,  Montana  Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena 

3.  Montana  Fish  and  Game  Department,  Helena 

4.  Montana  State  Department  of  Health  & Environmental  Sciences,  Helena, 

Attn:  Mr.  Art  Clarkson 

5.  Montana  State  Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of 
Planning  and  Economic  Development,  Capitol  Station,  Helena 

6.  Mr.  Ben  Wake,  Administrator,  Environmental  Sciences  Division,  Helena 

7.  Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Flathead  County,  Kalispell,  Montana 

8.  Flathead  County  Areawide  Planning  Board,  3 Ford  Building,  Kalispell 

9.  Bruce  McIntyre,  M,  D.  , Flathead  County  Health  Officer,  Whitefish 

10.  Les  Espeland,  R.  S.  , Flathead  County  Sanitarian,  Kalispell 

11.  Mr.  Wayne  Herman,  President,  Flathead  Wildlife,  Inc.,  P.  O.  Box  4,  Kalispell 

12.  Di’.  Lawrence  Sonstelie,  President,  Flathead  Valley  Community  College  Ecology 
Club 

13.  Poison  Outdoors,  Inc.,  P.  O.  Box  1432,  Poison 

14.  Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212  Venture  Center,  Missoula 

15.  Mr.  Bob  Muth,  Montana  Wilderness  Association,  Flathead  Chapter,  Rt.  4, 
Kalispell 

16.  Montana  State  Library,  930  E.  Lyndale  Avenue,  Helena 

17.  Dr.  John  Tibbs,  President,  Flathead  Lakers,  Inc.,  University  of  Montana 
Biological  Station,  Yellow  Bay 

18.  Montana  Outdoor  Writers  Association,  c/o  Mr.  Dale  Burke,  Exec.  Sec., 

Route  2,  Box  144B,  Stevensville  59  870 

19.  Mr.  Harold  Cottet,  P.  O,  Box  265,  Kalispell 
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UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY 
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JOHN  S.  ANDERSON.  M.D. 
EXECUTIVE  OFFICER 


STATE 
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AND 


:^NVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCES 

Helena,  Montana 


Kalispall  Regional 
P.O.  Box  1031 


Off 


Kalispell,  KT  59901 


September  11,  1973 


Subject:  Reserve  Drive  Estates,  subdivision 


Gentlemen : 

The  enclosed  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  has  been  prepared  for  the 
proposed  Reserve  Drive  Estates  Subdivision,  located  approximately  1/2  mile 
west  of  the  Flathead  River,  and  1/2  mile  north  of  U.S.  Highway  2,  3 1/2 
miles  northeast  of  Kalispell. 

The  draft  impact  statement  for  this  subdivision  was  circulated  on  June  26, 
1973,  and  all  comments  received  are  incorporated  herein. 

Sincerely, 


David  A.  Nuunallee,  l.E. 


Public  Health  Engineer 


CWN/kmh 

Enclosure 
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FINAL 


SNVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
for 

Reserve  Drive  Estates 

Flathead  County,  Montana 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69-6504  (!■>)  (3); 
the  act  controlling  both  public  and  private  water  supply  and  sewage  disposal  for 
subdivisions.  Section  69-5001  to  5005;  and  the  act  to  control  water  pollution, 
Section  69-4801  to  4827,  the  following  statement  is  prepared  by  the  State  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  Environmental  Sciences  Division, 
concerning  the  proposed  Reserve  Drive  Estates  Subdivision,  located  3 1/2  miles 
northeast  of  Kalispell  in  Flathead  County,  Montana. 


DESCRIPTION  OF  PROJECT  AND  PROPOSED  ACTION 


The  Montana  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  has  re- 
ceived plans  and  specifications  and  a request  for  removal  of  saiitary  re- 
strictions for  Reserve  Drive  Estates,  a proposed  subdivision  3 1/2  miles 
northeast  of  Kalispell,  Montana.  The  subdivision  consists  of  25  lots,  oc- 
cupying about  48  acres  exclusive  of  road  easements.  The  subdivision  is 
approximately  3/4  mile  long  and  600  feet  wide,  and  lot  sizes  average  nearly 
2 acres  each. 

The  subdivision  does  not  involve  any  waterfront,  although  flooding  and  high 
groundwater  are  both  factors  which  have  been  extensively  studied  by  the  con- 
sulting engineers  for  the  project. 

The  project  owner  is  John  Stewart  of  Kalispell,  and  the  project  engineer  is 
Dean  K.  Marquardt,  P.E.,  of  Kalispell.  Treasure  State  Realtors  is  providing 
the  professional  real  estate  service. 


TOPOGRAPHY 

The  proposed  subdivision  is  located  on  slightly  rolling  terrain  with  only  14 
feet  total  difference  in  relief  of  the  original  terrain,  the  lowest  point 
(elevation  2914)  occurring  at  the  southern  extremity  of  the  property  and  the 
highest  point  (elevation  2928)  at  the  northern  extremity. 

Approximately  30%  of  the  subdivision  (the  North  portion)  lias  been  cleared  for 
farming  purposes,  and  the  remaining  707o  Is  heavily  forested  with  fir  and  de- 
ciduous trees,  except  where  sixty-foot  roadways  have  already  bean  cleared. 
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Several  low  areas  exist  within  the  subdivision,  and  these  areas  are  subject  to 
possible  water  table  and  flooding  prol>lems  discussed  below. 

Investigation  holes  provided  by  the  developer's  engineer  indicate  that  the  sub- 
surface strata  consist  almost  entirely  of  sand  and  gravel,  v/ith  some  occasional 
silt  to  a depth  of  at  least  10  feet. 

As  pointed  out  in  the  draft  impact  statement,  a fairly  high  groundwater  table 
in  the  development  area  was  extensively  surveyed  by  the  engineer  for  the  pro- 
ject. The  conclusion  reached  in  the  draft  statement  is  that  each  lot  appears 
to  be  able  to  meet  State  standards  on  some  portion  of  the  lot,  but  several  lots 
including  number  10,  11,  13,  17  and  18  have  anywhere  from  307,  to  75%  of  their 
total  areas  in  unsuitable  groundwater  areas.  Responses  to  the  draft  impact 
statement  from  Flathead  Wildlife,  Inc.  and  from  the  soils  scientist  of  this 
Department  expressed  concern  over  this  high  groundwater  and  the  subsurface 
pollution  that  is  likely  to  occur. 

As  pointed  out  in  the  draft  statement,  this  Department's  reguLcition  on  ground- 
water  is  limited  to  only  a single  season's  observation,  that  season  being 
chosen  at  the  developer's  discretion.  Tlie  1973  season  chosen  by  the  developer 
was  dryer  than  normal,  and  it  is  probable  that  in  wetter  years  the  groundwater 
conditions  on  several  of  the  proposed  lots  would  be  unsuitable  their  en- 
tirety. 

Flooding  has  historically  been  a problem  in  the  proposed  subdivision.  All  of 
the  area  was  inundated  in  the  1964  flood,  and  about  40  to  507,  of  the  sub- 
division is  in  the  lOO-year  flood  plain.  The  50-year  flood  plain  Is  not  de- 
fined in  this  area,  but  it  is  not  likely  that  any  part  of  the  subdivision  is 
located  therein.  At  present,  no  known  governmental  agency  has  express  auth- 
ority over  flood  plain  development.  Such  development  can,  however,  be  ex- 
pected to  eventually  affect  all  residents  of  the  Flathead  Valley,  as  flood 
plain  development  will  ultimately  lead  to  increased  pressure  to  construct  flood 
control  dams  on  the  presently  free-flowing  North  and  Middle  Forks  of  the  Flat- 
head  River.  By  definition,  flood  plain  devekpment  expressly  indicates  that  at 
some  time  in  the  future  the  sewage  disposal  facilities  will  be  inundated, 
causing  pollution.  These  reservations  were  expr  ssed  by  the  Montana  Fish  and 
Game  Department  and  Flathead  Wildlife,  Inc.,  in  their  responses  to  the  draft 
impact  statement.  As  this  Department  has  no  express  authority  over  constructfcn 
of  septic  systems  on  the  190-year  flood  plain,  this  points  out  the  need  for 
legislation  and/or  regulation  changes. 


WATER  SUPILY  AND  SEWAGE  DISFOSAL 


Drilled  wells  for  water,  and  septic  tank  drainfield  sewage  disposal  systems  arc 
to  be  installed  by  the  individual  lot  owners. 

The  soils  appear  to  be  amenable  to  septic  tank  use  provided  low  areas  with  high 
water  table  are  avoided.  Percolation  data  furnished  by  the  engineer  averages 
1 - 1/2  minutes  per  inch,  which  is  a fast  percolation  rate  for  sewage  disposal. 
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Individual  wells  for  water  supply  would  be  entirely  acceptable.  Because  of 
the  scarcity  of  water  wells  in  the  area,  the  depth  to  the  deep  aquifer  is  not 
known. 

Existing  well  data  for  the  general  area  indicates  that  groundwater  is  being 
tapped  with  shallow  wells  approximately  15  feet  deep.  Such  shallow  systems 
would  not  meet  this  Department's  requirements  for  minimum  depth,  and  because 
of  the  high  water  table,  would  be  susceptible  to  possible  sewage  contamination. 
If  this  subdivision  is  to  have  sanitary  restrictions  removed  by  this  Department, 
deep  drilled  wells  would  be  required  to  protect  public  health.  Sand  points  and 
dug  wells  would  be  expressly  prohibited  in  the  sanitary  restriction  removal 
document.  Connection  to  the  Evergreen  water  system  is  being  considered  by 
the  developer,  and  is  highly  recommended , 


SOLID  WASTE  DISPOSAL 


Refuse  handling  would  be  the  responsibility  of  individual  lot  owners. 


AIR  POLLUTION 


Development  road  surfaces  would  be  gravel,  minimizing  problems  with  dust.  In- 
dividual driveways  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  lot  owners.  Some  clearing 
will  doubtless  take  place,  and  the  resulting  slash  will  be  burned,  adding  to 
the  particulate  air  pollution  in  the  valley.  The  total  air  pollution  impact 
on  the  valley  is  expected  to  be  negligible. 


PROBABLE  IMPACT  ON  ENVIRONMENT 


The  impact  of  this  development  is  expected  to  be  considerable  on  tiie  immedi- 
ate development  property.  During  an  inspection  on  December  1,  1972,  a number 
of  deer  tracks  were  observed  within  the  proposed  subdivision.  Other  animals 
and  birds  doubtless  inhabit  this  area,  and  this  habitat  would  be  permanently 
lost  or  severely  limited  if  the  subdivision  were  fully  developed. 

The  Montana  Fish  and  Game  Department,  in  response  to  the  draft  environmental 
impact  statement,  stated  that  the  area  is  habitat  for  deer,  grouse,  waterfowl 
and  ring -necked  pheasants,  and  "although  losses  to  these  species  are  not 
serious  from  this  development,  the  loss  from  all  the  present  day  construction 
and  activities  is  a serious  loss  to  these  wildlife  animals". 

SHORT  TERM  vs  LONG  TERM  USES  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

Land  subdivision  is,  for  all  practical  purposes,  a permanent  commitment  of 
land.  As  mentioned  above,  the  subdivision  would  be  incompatible  with  any  other 
land-related  uses,  including  farming,  timber  management,  public  recreation,  etc. 
Compatibility  with  game  habitat  would  be  very  restricted.  Essentially,  approval 
of  the  proposed  subdivision  would  be  a long-term  commitment  of  the  land  for  the 
single  purpose  of  residential  development. 
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IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRREVTRIEVABLE  COMMITMENTS  OF  RESOURCES 

Approval  of  the  proposed  subdivision  would  be,  at  least  politically,  an  irre- 
versible commitment  of  some  50  acres  of  land.  Physically,  the  land  could  at 
any  time  be  completely  reclaimed  to  its  present  condition.  Other  than  the  mater- 
ials to  be  used  in  construction  of  family  dwellings,  there  is  little  irreversible 
commitment  of  any  resource  other  than  land  to  be  made  or  implied  by  an  approval 
of  the  development. 

ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

Some  alternative  uses  of  the  50  acres  of  land  under  consideration  are  as 
follows : 

1,  Forest  Management, 

The  area  could  be  managed  to  indefinitely  sustain  a timber  yield, 

2,  Agriculture, 

The  area  could  be  cleared  and  utilized  for  agricultural  purposes,  to 
produce  a sustained  yield  of  crops  (if  tilled)  or  meat  (Lf  used  for 
grazing) , 

3,  Preservation, 

The  land  could  be  permanently  preserved  in  its  existing  condition  for 
sustained  public  use,  perhaps  as  a park,  recreation  area  or  game  pre- 
seirve.  There  is  little  to  set  this  area  apart  as  unique,  or  to  encourage 
preservation  except  that  public  woodlands  in  the  Flathead  Valley  are 
continually  being  more  restricted,  to  the  detriment  of  game  liabitat,  and 
public  recreation, 

4,  Special  Conditions  or  Restrictions, 

The  sanitary  restrictions  could  be  removed  from  the  development  with 
conditions  imposed,  to  assure  safe  water  supply  systems,  and  to  assure 
construction  of  sewage  systems  only  on  the  high  portions  of  the  subidvision 
lots  to  prevent  groundwater  pollution.  Covenants  could  also  be  utilized 
to  impose  any  number  of  special  restrictions  on  land  use  within  the  sub- 
division, Enforcement  of  covenants  is,  of  course,  the  responsibility  of 
the  lot  owners  within  the  subdivision, 

5,  Partial  Approval, 

With  sufficient  reason  for  doing  so,  it  is  possible  to  remove  sanitary 
restrictions  on  only  part  of  a subdivision,  leaving  the  restrictions  in 
effect  on  those  lots  which  have  special  problems. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


A considerable  portion  of  this  proposed  subdivision  is  located  on  the  100-year 
floodplain,  and  while  this  Department  considers  construction  on  such  a flood- 
plain  to  be  poor  planning  and  undesirable  from  the  standpoint  of  water  pol- 
lution, State  Health  Department  authority  is  expressly  limited  to  the  50-year 
flood  plain,  which  is  not  defined  in  this  area. 
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Delay  of  development  for  the  purpose  of  groundwater  examination,  in  the  opinion 
of  this  Department's  attorney,  is  limited  to  no  more  than  one  calendar  year. 
While  high  groundwater  in  a wetter  year  than  1973  might  preclude  sewage  drain- 
fields  on  some  of  the  proposed  lots,  it  has  been  demonstrated  that  each  lot, 
this  year,  has  a possible  drainfield  location  which  would  comply  with  State 
standards . 

In  view  of  the  above  considerations,  this  office  has  no  alternative  to  recom- 
mending approval  of  the  Reserve  Drive  Estates  subdivision  in  its  entirety. 

SOURCES  OF  INFORMA.TION 

The  following  references,  along  with  a field  investigation  of  the  area  and  in- 
formation supplied  by  the  engineer,  provided  data  for  the  preparation  of  this 
statement. 

1,  Montana  Bureau  of  Mines  ^Geology,  "Basic  Water  Data  Report  No,  3, 
Kalispell  Valley,  Montana",  25  pp.  & map,  (1966). 

2,  U.S.  Dept,  of  Agriculture,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  "Soil  Survey, 

Upper  Flathead  Valley  Area,  Montana",  67  pp.  + maps.  (1960), 

3,  U.S,  Dept,  of  Agriculture,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  "Engineering 
Properties  & Soil  Interpretations  For  Use  In  Resource  Planning  & 
Development;  A supplement  to  Soil  Survey,  Upper  Flathead  Valley  Area, 
Montana",  34  pp.  (1970). 

4,  Written  responses  to  draft  impact  statement,  attached  hereto. 

THIS  STATEMENT  HAS  BEEN  PREPARED  BY; 

David  Nunnallee,  BSCE,  MSCE,  PE,  Public  Health  Engineer  for  the  Montana 
State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences.  Related  experience  in- 
cludes six  years  of  work  as  a sanitary  engineer  for  the  States  of  Washington 
and  Montana. 

COPIES  SENT  TOt 

1.  Mr.  John  Stewart,  c/o  Treasure  State  Realtors,  351  N.  Main,  Kalispell 

2.  Mr,  Fletcher  Newby,  Montana  Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena* 

3.  Montana  Fish  and  Game  Department,  Helena 

4.  Montana  State  Dept,  of  Health  & Environmental  Sciences,  Helena 

Attn:  Mr,  Art  Clarkson 

5.  Montana  State  Dept,  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning 

and  Economic  Development,  Capitol  S^a  tion,  Helena 

6.  Mr,  Ben  Wale,  Administrator,  Environmental  Sciences  Division,  Helena 

7.  Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Flathead  County,  Kalispell 

8.  Flathead  County  Areawide  Planning  Organization,  3 Ford  Bldg.,  Kalispell 

9.  Bruce  McIntyre,  MD,,  Flathead  County  Health  Officer,  Whitefish 
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10.  Les  Espeland,  R.S.,  Flathead  County  Sanitarian,  Kalispell 

11.  Mr.  Wayne  Herman,  President,  Flathead  Wildlife,  Inc.,  Box  4,  Kalispell 

12.  Dr.  Lawrence  Sonstelie,  President,  Flathead  Valley  Community  College 

Ecology  Club,  Kalispell 

13.  Poison  Outdoors,  Inc.,  Box  1432,  Poison 

14.  Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212  Venture  Center,  Missoula 

15.  Mr.  Bob  Muth,  Montana  Wilderness  Association,  Flathead  Chapter,  Rt  . 4, 

Kalispell 

16.  Montana  State  Library,  930  E.  Lyndale,  Helena 

17.  Mr.  John  Cochrane,  President,  Flathead  Lakers,  Inc.,  Box  447,  Big  Arm  59910 

18.  Montana  Outdoor  Writers  Association,  c/o  Mr.  Dale  Burke,  Exec.  Sec., 

Rt.  2,  Box  144B,  Stevensville 

19.  Mr.  Harold  Cottet,  Box  265,  Kalispell 

20.  Mr.  Dean  Marquardt,  P.E.,  809  1st  Ave.  S.,  Kalispell 
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UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
GEOI.OGICAL  SURVEY 


■V 


E. 


June  27,  1973 


Mr.  David  Nunnallee,  P.E. 

Public  Health  Engineer 
Department  of  Health  and  Environmental 
Sciences 
P.  0.  Box  1031 
Kali  spell,  Montana  59901 


received 


JUN  2 8 1973 


MONTANA  department 

and  environmental 
•^lispell  regional 


OF  HEALTH 
SCIENCES 
OFFICE 


Dear  Mr.  Nunnallee: 

This  will  acknowledge  receipt  of  the  Draft  Environmental 
Statement  for  the  proposed  Reserve  Drive  Estates  Subdi- 
vision located  3^^  miles  northeast  of  Kali  spell  in  Flat- 
head  County,  Montana. 


We  will  accept  this  statement  pending  any  further  expres- 
sion of  public  interest. 


Sincerely  yours, 

FLETCHER  E.  NEWBY 
Executive  Director 


By. 


Loren  L.  Bahls,  Ph.D. 
Staff  Ecologist 


FEN/LLB/cjb 


I) 


cc:  Dr.  John  S.  Anderson 
Mr.  Dan  Vichorek 
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Office 

TO 

FROM 
SUBJECT  : 


Mmufondum  • 


MONTAMA  STATE  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH 


Dave  Nunnailee  DATE: 

a ^ 

;U  Keppner,  Soils  Scientist,  Water  Quality  Bureau 

Reserve  Drive  Estates  Subdivision,  Flatiiead  County 
Environmental  Iiqiact  Statement  of  June  26,  1973 


Removing  sanitary  restrictions  will  create  problems  in  the  future  for 
bu>^ers  of  these  lots.  With  the  groundwater  and  flooding  iiazards,  each 
lot  should  be  considered  separately. 


The  flooding  hazard  will  result  in  any  future  residents  of  tiiis  flood 
plain  putting  pressure  on  the  federal  and  state  autliorities  for  flood 
protection  at  public  expense.  This  would  include  levees  and  up-stream 
dams. 
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Helena,  Montana  59601 
July  20,  1973 


Mr,  David  Nunnallee 

Department  of  Health  and  Qavironmental  Sciences 
P,  0,  Box  1031 
Kalispell,  Montana  59901 

Dear  Mr,  Nunnallee: 

As  requested  in  your  letter  of  June  26,  our  regional  office  has 
reviewed  the  proposed  Reserve  Drive  Estates  subdivision  northeast  of 
Kalispell,  Attached  is  a memo  prepared  hy  our  regional  office  following 
that  review. 

You  will  note  there  is  reason  for  concern  regarding  the  continued 
losses  of  wildlife  habitat  and  the  location  of  the  subdivision  in  re- 
lation to  floods  of  record. 

We  hope  this  information  will  be  of  use  to  you. 

Sincerely, 

James  A,  Posewitz,  Admini^r^tor 
Ehvironment  and  I^ormation^Blvision 

JAP/sd 

Enc 

cc:  Fletcher  Newby 
Dan  Vichorek 
Otis  Robbins 
Chuck  Parrett 
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STATE  OF  MONTANA 
DEPARTMENT  OF  FISH  AND  GAME 
HELENA,  MONTANA 


TO  : Ves  Wood^erd 


Office  JAemorandum 


Attn:  Jim  Posewitz 


DATE; 


July  TG, 


FROM  : Tom  Hay 


By;  Otis  Robbins 


SOBJBCT:  ElnvironmentaJ.  Impact  Statement Reserve  Drive  Estates  Subdivision 


This  subdivision  is  located  east  of  Kalispell  near  Flathead 
Eiver,  This  is  an  area  of  intensive  construction  and  development. 
It  is  located  near  the  flood  plain  zone  and  was  inundated  dioring 
the  I96U  flood. 

Wildlife  in  the  area  includes  deer,  grouse,  waterfowl  and 
ring-necked  pheasants.  Althou^  losses  to  these  species  are  not 
serious  from  this  development,  the  loss  from  all  the  present  day 
construction  and  activities  is  a serious  loss  to  these  wildlife 
animals. 

Since  this  area  is  so  close  to  the  rivei^  nutrients  from 
sewage  will,  no  doubt,  contribute  to  the  growing  nutrient  load 
going  into  the  Flathead  system.  Absolute  care  should  be  taken 
to  prevent  this  as  much  as  possible. 


Otis  Robbins 
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FLATHEAD  WILDLIFE,  Inc.  ^ 

P.  O.  BOX  4 

KALISPELL,  MONTANA 


July  25,  1973 


David  Nunnallee,  P.E. 

Public  Health  Engineer 
P.O.  Box  1031, 

Kalispell,  Mont.  59901 

Dear  Mr.  Nunnallee: 

The  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  proposed  Reserve 
Drive  Estates  Subdivision  was  reviewed  at  the  July  meeting  of  the 
board  of  directors  of  Flathead  Wildlife,  Inc. 

We  believe  the  location  of  this  subdivision  is  undesirable  for 
the  following  reasons: 

Nearly  half  of  this  proposed  subdivision  is  within  the  100-year 
flood  plain,  where  developments  of  this  nature  should  be  discouraged. 

The  possibility  of  ground  water  pollution  and  flooding 
problems  are  major  concerns. 

The  area  is  within  the  Stillwater  Game  Preserve.  The  permanent 
loss  of  wildlife  habitat  is  another  concern  of  our  organization,  at  a 
time  when  wildlife  habitat  is  rapidly  disappearing  as  a result  of 
subdivision  activity  throughout  the  valley. 


Sincerely, 


Wayne  E.  Herman,  President, 
Flathead  Wildlife,  Inc. 


The  Wealth  Of  Our  Nation  Is  Jii  Its  Natural  Rosouroc^s 
Preserve  It  By  Conservation,  Not  Conversation 
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STATE  DOCUMENTS 


JOHN  S.  ANDERSON.  M.D. 
EXECUTIVE  OFFICER 


^ti^nxUntxxi  xjf  ^tnlth 

AND  'ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCES 

Helena,  Montana 


Kalisp3ll  Reg 
P.O.  Box  1031 
Kalis  pell,  MT 


ioiial  Office 
59901 


September  11,  1973 


Subject:  Reserve  Drive  Estates,  subdivision 


Gentlemen : 

The  enclosed  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  has  been  prepared  for  the 
proposed  Reserve  Drive  Estates  Subdivision,  located  approximately  1/2  mile 
west  of  the  Flathead  River,  and  1/2  mile  north  of  U.S.  Highway  2,  3 1/2 
miles  northeast  of  Kalispell. 

The  draft  impact  statement  for  this  subdivision  was  circulated  on  June  26, 
1973,  and  all  comments  received  are  incorporated  herein. 

Sincerely, 


David  A.  Nunnallee,  1 . E. 
Public  Health  Engineer 

DAN/kmh 

Enclosure 
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FINAL 


3NVIR0NMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
for 

Reserve  Drive  Estates 

Flathead  County,  Montana 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69-6504  (b)  (3); 
the  act  controlling  both  public  and  private  water  supply  and  sewage  disposal  for 
subdivisions,  Section  69-5001  to  5005;  and  the  act  to  control  water  pollution. 
Section  69-4801  to  4827,  the  following  statement  is  prepared  by  the  State  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  Environmental  Sciences  Division, 
concerning  the  proposed  Reserve  Drive  Estates  Subdivision,  located  3 1/2  miles 
northeast  of  Kalispell  in  Flathead  County,  Montana. 

DESCRIPTION  OF  PROJECT  AND  PROPOSED  ACTION 


The  Montana  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  has  re- 
ceived plans  and  specifications  and  a request  for  removal  of  sai  itary  re- 
strictions for  Reserve  Drive  Estates,  a proposed  subdivision  3 1/2  miles 
northeast  of  Kalispell,  Montana.  The  subdivision  consists  of  25  lots,  oc- 
cupying about  48  acres  exclusive  of  road  easements.  The  subdivision  is 
approximately  3/4  mile  long  and  600  feet  wide,  and  lot  sizes  average  nearly 
2 acres  each. 

The  subdivision  does  not  Involve  any  waterfront,  although  flooding  and  high 
groundwater  are  both  factors  which  have  been  extensively  studied  by  the  con- 
sulting engineers  for  the  project. 

The  project  owner  is  John  Stewart  of  Kalispell,  and  the  project  engineer  is 
Dean  K.  Marquardt,  P.E.,  of  Kalispell.  Treasure  State  Realtors  is  providing 
the  professional  real  estate  service. 


TOPOGRAPHY 

The  proposed  subdivision  is  located  on  slightly  rolling  terrain  with  only  14 
feet  total  difference  in  relief  of  the  original  terrain,  the  lowest  point 
(elevation  2914)  occurring  at  the  southern  extremity  of  the  property  and  the 
highest  point  (elevation  2928)  at  the  northern  extremity. 

Approximately  307.  of  the  subdivision  (the  North  portion)  has  been  cleared  for 
farming  purposes,  and  the  remaining  707,  is  heavily  forested  with  fir  and  de- 
ciduous trees,  except  where  sixty-foot  roadways  have  already  bean  cleared. 
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Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Reserve  Drive  Estates  Subdivision 


September  11 , 1973 
Page  T'vo 


Several  low  areas  exist  within  the  subdivision,  and  these  areas  are  subject  to 
possible  water  table  and  flooding  problems  discussed  below. 

Investigation  holes  provided  by  the  developer's  engineer  indicate  that  the  sub- 
surface strata  consist  almost  entirely  cf  sand  and  gravel,  v/ith  some  occasional 
silt  to  a depth  of  at  least  10  feet. 

As  pointed  out  in  the  draft  impact  statement,  a fairly  high  groundwater  table 
in  the  development  area  was  extensively  surveyed  by  the  engineer  for  the  pro- 
ject. The  conclusion  reached  in  the  draft  statement  is  that  each  lot  appears 
to  be  able  to  meet  State,  standards  on  some  portion  of  the  lot,  but  several  lots 
including  number  10,  11,  13,  17  and  18  have  anywhere  from  30%  to  75%  of  their 
total  areas  in  unsuitable  groundwater  areas.  Responses  to  the  draft  impact 
statement  from  Flathead  Wildlife,  Inc.  and  from  the  soils  scientist  of  this 
Department  expressed  concern  over  this  high  groundwater  and  the  subsurface 
pollution  that  is  likely  to  occur. 

As  pointed  out  in  the  draft  statement,  this  Department's  regultition  on  ground- 
water  is  limited  to  only  a single  season's  observation,  that  season  being 
chosen  at  the  developer's  discretion.  Tlie  1973  season  chosen  by  the  developer 
was  dryer  than  nomal , and  it  is  probable  that  in  wetter  years  the  groundwater 
conditions  on  several  of  the  proposed  lots  would  be  unsuitable  h.  their  en- 
tirety. 

Flooding  has  historically  been  a problem  in  the  proposed  subdivision.  All  of 
the  area  was  inundated  in  the  1964  flood,  and  about  40  to  507^  of  the  sub- 
division is  in  the  lOO-year  flood  plain.  The  50-year  flood  plain  is  not  de- 
fined in  this  area,  but  it  is  not  likely  that  any  part  of  the  subdivision  is 
located  therein.  At  present,  no  known  governmental  agency  has  express  auth- 
ority over  flood  plain  development.  Such  development  can,  however,  be  ex- 
pected to  eventually  affect  all  residents  of  the  Flathead  Valley,  as  flood 
plain  development  will  ultimately  lead  to  increased  pressure  to  construct  flood 
control  dams  on  the  presently  free-flowing  North  and  Middle  Forks  of  the  Flat- 
head  River.  By  definition,  flood  plain  devekpment  expressly  indicates  that  at 
some  time  in  the  future  the  sewage  disposal  facilities  will  be  inundated, 
causing  pollution.  These  reservations  were  expr  ssed  by  the  Montana  Fish  and 
Game  Department  and  Flathead  Wildlife,  Inc.,  in  their  responses  to  the  draft 
impact  statement.  As  this  Department  has  no  express  authority  over  construetbn 
of  septic  systems  on  the  100-year  flood  plain,  tViis  points  out  the  need  for 
legislation  and/or  regulation  changes. 


WATER  SUPILY  AND  SEWAGE  DISFOSAI. 

Drilled  wells  for  water,  and  septic  tank  drainfield  sewage  disposal  systems  are 
to  be  installed  by  the  individual  lot  owners. 

The  soils  appear  to  be  amenable  to  septic  tank  use  provided  low  areas  with  high 
water  table  are  avoided.  Percolation  data  furnished  by  the  engineer  averages 
1 - 1/2  minutes  per  inch,  which  is  a fast  percolation  rate  for  sewage  disposal. 
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Individual  wells  for  water  supply  would  be  entirely  acceptable.  Because  of 
the  scarcity  of  water  wells  in  the  area,  the  depth  to  tne  deep  aquifer  is  not 
known. 

Existing  well  data  for  the  general  area  indicates  that  groundwater  is  being 
tapped  with  shallow  wells  approximately  15  feet  deep.  Such  shallow  systems 
would  not  meet  this  Department's  requirements  for  minimum  depth,  and  because 
of  the  high  water  table,  would  be  susceptible  to  possible  sewage  contamination. 
If  this  subdivision  is  to  have  sanitary  restrictions  removed  by  this  Department, 
deep  drilled  wells  would  be  required  to  protect  public  health.  Sand  points  and 
dug  wells  would  be  expressly  prohibited  in  the  sanitary  restriction  removal 
document.  Connection  to  the  Evergreen  water  system  is  being  considered  by 
the  developer,  and  is  highly  recommended , 


SOLID  WASTE  DISPOSAL 


Refuse  handling  would  be  the  responsibility  of  individual  lot  owners. 


AIR  POLLUTION 


Development  road  surfaces  would  be  gravel,  minimizing  problems  with  dust.  In- 
dividual driveways  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  lot  owners.  Some  clearing 
will  doubtless  take  place,  and  the  resulting  slash  will  be  burned,  adding  to 
the  particulate  air  pollution  in  the  valley.  The  total  air  pollution  impact 
on  the  valley  is  expected  to  be  negligible. 


PROBABLE  IMPACT  ON  ENVIRONMENT 


The  impact  of  this  development  is  expected  to  be  considerable  on  the  immedi- 
ate development  property.  During  an  inspection  on  December  1,  1972,  a number 
of  deer  tracks  were  observed  within  the  proposed  subdivision.  Other  animals 
and  birds  doubtless  inhabit  this  area,  and  this  habitat  would  be  permanently 
lost  or  severely  limited  if  the  subdivision  were  fully  developed. 

The  Montana  Fish  and  Game  Department,  in  response  to  the  draft  environmental 
impact  statement,  stated  that  the  area  is  habitat  for  deer,  grouse,  waterfowl 
and  ring -necked  pheasants,  and  "although  losses  to  these  species  are  not 
serious  from  this  development,  the  loss  from  all  the  present  day  construction 
and  activities  is  a serious  loss  to  these  wildlife  animals", 

SHORT  TERM  vs  LONG  TERM  USES  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

Land  subdivision  is,  for  all  practical  purposes,  a permanent  commitment  of 
land.  As  mentioned  above,  the  subdivision  would  be  incompatible  with  any  other 
land-related  uses,  including  farming,  timber  management,  public  recreation,  etc. 
Compatibility  with  game  habitat  would  be  very  restricted.  Essentially,  approval 
of  the  proposed  subdivision  would  be  a long-term  commitment  of  the  land  for  the 
single  purpose  of  residential  development. 
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IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRREVTRIEVABLE  COMMITMENTS  OF  RESOURCES 

Approval  of  the  proposed  subdivision  would  be,  at  least  politically,  an  irre- 
versible commitment  of  some  50  acres  of  land.  Physically,  the  land  could  at 
any  time  be  completely  reclaimed  to  its  present  condition.  Other  than  the  mater- 
ials to  be  used  in  construction  of  family  dwellings,  there  is  little  irreversible 
commitment  of  any  resource  other  than  land  to  be  made  or  implied  by  an  approval 
of  the  development. 

ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

Some  alternative  uses  of  the  50  acres  of  land  under  consideration  are  as 
follows : 

1.  Forest  Management. 

The  area  could  be  managed  to  indefinitely  sustain  a timber  yield. 

2.  Agriculture. 

The  area  could  be  cleared  and  utilized  for  agricultural  purposes,  to 
produce  a sustained  yield  of  crops  (if  tilled)  or  meat  0.f  used  for 
grazing) . 

3.  Preservation. 

The  land  could  be  permanently  preserved  in  its  existing  condition  for 
sustained  public  use,  perhaps  as  a park,  recreation  area  or  game  pre- 
serve. There  is  little  to  set  this  area  apart  as  unique,  or  to  encourage 
preservation  except  that  public  woodlands  in  the  Flathead  Valley  are 
continually  being  more  restricted,  to  the  detriment  of  game  liabitat,  and 
public  recreation, 

4.  Special  Conditions  or  Restrictions. 

The  sanitary  restrictions  could  be  removed  from  the  development  with 
conditions  imposed,  to  assure  safe  water  supply  systems,  and  to  assure 
construction  of  sewage  systems  only  on  the  high  portions  of  the  subidvision 
lots  to  prevent  groundwater  pollution.  Covenants  could  also  be  utilized 
to  impose  any  number  of  special  restrictions  on  land  use  within  the  sub- 
division. Enforcement  of  covenants  is,  of  course,  the  responsibility  of 
the  lot  owners  within  the  subdivision, 

5.  Partial  Approval. 

With  sufficient  reason  for  doing  so,  it  is  possible  to  remove  sanitary 
restrictions  on  only  part  of  a subdivision,  leaving  the  restrictions  in 
effect  on  those  lots  which  have  special  problems. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 

A considerable  portion  of  this  proposed  subdivision  is  located  on  the  100-year 
floodplain,  and  while  this  Department  considers  construction  on  such  a flood- 
plain  to  be  poor  planning  and  undesirable  from  the  standpoint  of  water  pol- 
lution, State  Health  Department  authority  is  expressly  limited  to  the  50-year 
flood  plain,  which  is  not  defined  in  this  area. 
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Delay  of  development  for  the  purpose  of  groundwater  examination,  in  the  opinion 
of  this  Department's  attorney,  is  limited  to  no  more  than  one  calendar  year. 
WViile  high  groundwater  in  a wetter  year  than  1973  might  preclude  sewage  drain- 
fields  on  some  of  the  proposed  lots,  it  has  been  demonstrated  that  each  lot, 
this  year,  has  a possible  drainfield  location  which  would  comply  with  State 
standards . 

In  view  of  the  above  considerations,  this  office  has  no  alternative  to  recom- 
mending approval  of  the  Reserve  Drive  Estates  subdivision  in  its  entirety. 

SOURCES  OF  INFORMA.TION 


The  following  references,  along  with  a field  investigation  of  the  area  and  in- 
foinnation  supplied  by  the  engineer,  provided  data  for  the  preparation  of  this 
statement, 

1.  Montana  Bureau  of  Mines  Geology,  "Basic  Water  Data  Report  No.  3, 
Kalispell  Valley,  Montana",  25  pp.  & map,  (1966). 

2.  U.S.  Dept,  of  Agriculture,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  "Soil  Survey, 
Upper  Flathead  Valley  Area,  Montana",  67  pp.  + maps,  (1960), 

3.  U.S.  Dept,  of  Agriculture,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  "Engineering 
Properties  & Soil  Interpretations  For  Use  In  Resource  Planning  & 
Development;  A supplement  to  Soil  Survey,  Upper  Flathead  Valley  Area, 
Montana",  34  pp.  (1970). 

4.  Written  responses  to  draft  impact  statement,  attached  hereto. 

THIS  STATEMENT  HAS  BEEN  PREPARED  BY: 

David  Nunnallee,  BSCE,  MSCE,  PE,  Public  Health  Engineer  for  the  Montana 
State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences.  Related  experience  in- 
cludes six  years  of  work  as  a sanitary  engineer  for  the  States  of  Washington 
and  Montana. 

COPIES  SENT  TOt 

1,  Mr.  John  Stewart,  c/o  Treasure  State  Realtors,  351  N,  Main,  Kalispell 

2,  Mr,  Fletcher  Newby,  Montana  Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena' 

3,  Montana  Fish  and  Game  Department,  Helena 

4,  Montana  State  Dept,  of  Health  & Environmental  Sciences,  Helena 

Attn;  Mr,  Art  Clarkson 

5,  Montana  State  Dept,  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning 

and  Economic  Development,  Capitol  S^a  tion,  Helena 

6,  Mr,  Ben  Wake,  Administrator,  Environmental  Sciences  Division,  Helena 

7,  Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Flathead  County,  Kalispell 

8,  Flathead  County  Areawide  Planning  Organization,  3 Ford  Bldg.,  Kalispell 

9,  Bruce  McIntyre,  MD.,  Flathead  County  Health  Officer,  Whitefish 
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10.  Les  Espeland,  R.S.,  Flathead  County  Sanitarian,  Kalispell 

11.  Mr.  Wayne  Herman,  President,  Flathead  Wildlife,  Inc.,  Box  4,  Kalispell 

12.  Dr.  Lawrence  Sonstelie,  President,  Flathead  Valley  Community  College 

Ecology  Club,  Kalispell 

13.  Poison  Outdoors,  Inc.,  Box  1432,  Poison 

14.  Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212  Venture  Center,  Missoula 

15.  Mr.  Bob  Muth,  Montana  Wilderness  Association,  Flathead  Chapter,  Rt  . 4, 

Kalispell 

16.  Montana  State  Library,  930  E.  Lyndale,  Helena 

17.  Mr.  John  Cochrane,  President,  Flathead  Lakers,  Inc.,  Box  447,  Big  Arm  59910 

18.  Montana  Outdoor  Writers  Association,  c/o  Mr.  Dale  Burke,  Exec.  Sec., 

Rt.  2,  Box  144B,  Stevensville 

19.  Mr.  Harold  Cottet,  Box  265,  Kalispell 

20.  Mr.  Dean  Marquardt,  P.E.,  809  1st  Ave . S.,  Kalispell 
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V;  UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
GEOl.OGICAL  SURVEY 


Mr.  David  Nunnallee,  P.E. 

Public  Health  Engineer 
Department  of  Health  and  Environmental 
Sciences 
P.  0.  Box  1031 
Kali  spell,  Montana  59901 

Dear  Mr.  Nunnallee: 


received 

JUN  2 8 1973 

department  of  health 
science! 

kalispell  regional  office 


This  will  acknowledge  receipt  of  the  Draft  Environmental 
Statement  for  the  proposed  Reserve  Drive  Estates  Subdi- 
vision located  3%  miles  northeast  of  Kali  spell  in  Flat- 
head  County,  Montana. 

We  will  accept  this  statement  pending  any  further  expres- 
sion of  public  interest. 


Sincerely  yours, 

FLETCHER  E.  NEWBY 
Executive  Director 


FEN/LLB/cjb 


By. 


Loren  L.  Bahls,  Ph.D. 

Staff  Ecologist 


cc:  Dr.  John  S.  Anderson 
Mr.  Dan  Vichorek 
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Office 

TO 

FROM 
SUBJECT  : 


Mefffarandtm  • 


MONTANA  STATE  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH 


Dave  Nunnailee  DATE,  1973 

a 'K 

;U  Keppner,  Soils  Scientist,  IVater  Quality  Bureau 

Reserve  Drive  Estates  Subdivision,  Flatiiead  County 
Environmental  Iinpact  Statement  of  June  26,  1973 


Removing  sanitary  restrictions  will  create  problems  in  the  future  for 
buyers  of  these  lots.  With  the  groundwater  and  flooding  liazards,  each 
lot  should  be  considered  separately. 


The  flooding  hazard  will  result  hi  any  future  residents  of  tiiis  flood 
plain  putting  pressure  on  the  federal  and  state  autliorities  for  flood 
protection  at  public  expense.  Ihis  would  include  levees  and  up-stream 
dams. 
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IlL^Fliai 

Helena,  Montana  59601 
July  20,  1973 


Mr,  David  Nunnallee 

Department  of  Health  and  ihvlronmental  Sciences 
P,  0.  Box  1031 
Kalispell,  Montana  59901 

Dear  Mt,  Nunnallee: 

As  requested  in  your  letter  of  June  26,  our  regional  office  has 
reviewed  the  proposed  Reserve  Drive  Estates  subdivision  northeast  of 
Kalispell,  Attached  is  a memo  prepared  hy  our  regional  office  following 
that  review. 

You  will  note  there  is  reason  for  concern  regarding  the  continued 
losses  of  wildlife  habitat  and  the  location  of  the  subdivision  in  re- 
lation to  floods  of  record. 


We  hope  this  information  will  be  of  use  to  you. 

Sincerely, 


r^es  A,  Posewitz,  Admini^i^tor 
Ehvironment  and  I^ormatioI^-0ivision 


JAP/sd 

Enc 

cc:  Fletcher  Newby 
Dan  Vichorek 
Otis  Robbins 
Chuck  Parrett 
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STATE  OF  MONTANA 
DEPARTMENT  OF  FISH  AND  GAME 
HELENA,  MONTANA 


Office  Memorandum 


DATE:  July  15, 


TO  : Ves  Woodard  Attns 


Attn:  Jim  Posewitz 


FROM  : Tom  Hay 


By:  Otis  Robbins 


SOBJBCT:  Environmental  IiiQ)act  Statement Reserve  Drive  Estates  Subdivision 


This  subdivision  is  located  east  of  Kalispell  near  Flathead 
Eiver,  This  is  an  area  of  intensive  construction  and  development. 
It  is  located  near  the  flood  plain  zone  and  was  inundated  during 
the  I96I1  flood. 

Wildlife  in  the  area  includes  deer,  grouse,  waterfowl  and 
ring-necked  pheasants.  Althou^  losses  to  these  species  are  not 
serious  from  this  development,  the  loss  from  all  the  present  day 
construction  and  activities  is  a serious  loss  to  these  wildlife 

animals. 

Since  this  area  is  so  close  to  the  rivei^  nutrients  from 
sewage  will,  no  doubt,  contribute  to  the  growing  nutrient  load 
going  into  the  Flathead  system.  Absolute  care  shoxild  be  taken 
to  prevent  this  as  much  as  possible. 


Otis  Robbins 
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FLATHEAD  WILDLIFE,  Inc. 


P.  O.  BOX  4 


KALISPELL.  MONTANA 


July  25,  1973 


David  Nunnallee,  P.E. 

Public  Health  Engineer 
P.O.  Box  1031, 

Kalispell,  Mont.  59901 

Dear  Mr.  Nunnallee: 

The  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  proposed  Reserve 
Drive  Estates  Subdivision  was  reviewed  at  the  July  meeting  of  the 
board  of  directors  of  Flathead  Wildlife,  Inc. 

We  believe  the  location  of  this  subdivision  is  undesirable  for 
the  following  reasons: 

Nearly  half  of  this  proposed  subdivision  is  within  the  100-year 
flood  plain,  where  developments  of  this  nature  should  be  discouraged. 

The  possibility  of  ground  water  pollution  and  flooding 
problems  are  major  concerns. 

The  area  Is  within  the  Stillwater  Game  Preserve.  The  permanent 
loss  of  wildlife  habitat  is  another  concern  of  our  organization,  at  a 
time  when  wildlife  habitat  is  rapidly  disappearing  as  a result  of 
subdivision  activity  throughout  the  valley. 


Sincerely, 


Wayne  E.  Herman,  President, 
Flathead  Wildlife,  Inc. 


The  Wealth  Of  Our  Nation  Ir.  ui  Its  Natural  Resources 
Preserve  It  By  Conservation,  Not  Conversation 
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COPIES  TO: 


STATE  DGGUMENiS 
Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 

^SXATE  OP  fV10f\JTA[\l A Helena, Montana  5?¥)01 
KALISPELL  REGIONAL  OFFICE-Box  1031 -Pal  ispell , MT  59901  j^^ns  Ander«x.M  d 

^ DIRECTOR 

June  24,  19  74 


to 


JUN  2 5 1974 


Mr.  E.  Wittlake,  Rt . 2 Kalispell 

Mr.  M.  L.  Haiges  R.L.S.  Box  572,  Kalispell 

Montana  Snvironrnsntal  Quality  Council,  Box  215  Capitol  Station,  Helena 
Montana  Fish  & Dept.,  Hitchall  Bldg.  Attn;,  Mr.  lira  Posev;itz,  Helena 

Montana  State  Highway  Dept.,  Kalispell  Div.  6th  Ave . E,N.  & Montana,  ]“alispell 
Montana  State  Dept,  of  Health  & Env . Sciences,  Attn:  Mr.  J.  Peterson,  Helena 
Montana  State  Dept.,  Intergoverninental  Relations,  Div.  of  Planning  & Economic 
Development,  Capitol  Station,  Helena 
Montana  State  Library  930  E.  Lyndale,  Helena 

Mr.  Ben  Make,  Administrator,  Environmental  Sciences  Division,  Helena 
Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Flathead  County  Courthouse  Annex,  Kalispell 
Flathead  County  Areawide  Planning  Organization  3 Ford  Bldg.  Kalispell 
B.  C.  McIntyre,  M.D,,  Flathead  County  Health  Officer  Box  427  llhitefish 
Flathead  County  Sanitarian,  Mr.  Les  Sspeland,  R.S.  Box  919,  Kalispell 
Honorable  Larry  Bjorneby,  Mayor,  City  of  Kalispell,  City  Hall,  Kalispell 
Mr.  Wayne  Herman,  President,  Flathead  Wildlife,  Inc.  Box  4 Kalispell 
Dr.  Lawrence  Sonstelie,  President  FVCC  Ecology  Club,  Kalispell 
Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212  Venture  Center,  Missoula 
Trout  Unlimited,  45  2nd  St.  East,  Kalispell 

Regional  Planning  Organization  of  Western  Montana,  133  W.  Main,  Missoula 

FlatheadTomorrow,  Ms.  Kathy  Thompson,  Box  173  Bigfork 

Mr.  Dennis  G.  Jones,  Missoulian  Correspondent,  Box  287,  Poison 

Mr.  E.  0.  Mellem,  Rt . 2 Kalispell 

Mrs.  D.  Gibson,  Clerk,  Batavia  School  District  26  Rt.  2 Kalispell 


Gentlemen : 

The  enclosed  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  has  been  prepared  for  the 
Rocky  Ridge  Trailer  Court  and  Campground,  west  of  Kalispell  in  Flathead  County, 
Montana . 


Under  Montana  Law,  a person  or  agency  has  30  days  to  submit  comments  and  supply 
new  supplementary  information.  An  additional  15  days  may  be  granted  upon 
specific  request  to  an  individual  or  agency.  Comments  received  in  response  to 
this  Draft  Statement  will  be  summarized  and  included  in  the  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement. 

Sincerely, 



Wilbqr  O.^ikin,  P.E. 

Publfic  Health  Engineer 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 

MONTANA  state  LIBRARY 

WOA:jh  93Q  Lyndole  Avenue 

Helv^na,  Monfana  5960  T 
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A DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


FOR 

THE  ROCKY  RIDGE  TRAILER  COURT  & CAMPGROUND 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69-6504  (b)  (3); 
the  act  controlling  the  licensing  of  trailer  courts,  Secion  69-5602;  and 
the  act  to  control  water  pollution.  Section  69-4801  to  4827,  the  following 
statement  is  prepared  by  the  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental 
Sciences  concerning  the  Rocky  Ridge  Trailer  Court  and  Campground,  west  of 
Falispell  in  Flathead  County,  Montana,  for  which  a submittal  has  been 
received  requesting  a license  to  operate  as  an  approved  trailer  park 
facility  and  as  a campground. 


INTRODUCTORY  NOTE 


It  should  be  noted  that  the  proposed  project  consists  of  two  separate  entities 
under  the  same  ownership.  The  campground  is  a K.O.A.  franchise  occupying  that 
area  which  borders  both  the  existing  highway  and  the  Ashley  Creek  stream  bed. 
The  permanent  trailer  court  will  occupy  the  bench  land  across  the  creek  to  the 
east  of  the  campground.  Please  see  the  enclosed  map  for  area  differentiation. 


LOCATION  AND  SIZE 

The  total  master  plan  consists  of  28.4  acres  divided  into  81  permanent  trailer 
spaces  on  12.5  acres;  3.3  acres  of  roadway,  5.4  acres  of  park  land  and  89  travel 
trailer  spaces  on  7.2  acres  as  a K.O.A.  campground.  The  individual  mobile  home 
sites  will  occupy  6750  ft.^  of  trailer  court  space. 

The  28.4  acres  of  ground  to  be  so  utilized  is  four  miles  east  of  Kalispell  on 
the  south  side  of,  and  contingent  to  U.  S.  Highway  2.  The  Batavia  Rural  School 
is  approximately  one-half  mile  to  the  southwest  of  the  proposed  mobile  home 
complex. 


ACCESS 

Complete  access  routing  is,  as  yet,  an  incomplete  consideration.  As  presented, 
a 24  foot  wide  access  road  will  turn  off  of  Highway  2 into  the  campground  complex, 
cross  the  creek  via  a proposed  24  foot  wide  bridge  and  proceed  through  the 
remainder  of  the  K.O.A.  zone  into  the  permanent  trailer  court  area.  A series 
of  30  to  36  foot  loop  roads  split  off  from  this  main  roadway  thus  providing 
access  to  the  individual  trailer  spaces  which  are  laid  out  throughout  the  area. 
Individual  trailer  lots  are  laid  out  in  herringbone  or  rectangular  grid  blocks. 

The  question  being  raised  is  whether  this  scheme  would  prove  adequate  to  protect 
public  safety  in  an  emergency  situation  whereby  ambulances,  fire  fighting 
equipment  or  law  enforcement  vehicles  might  be  required  to  enter  the  area. 

The  possibility  of  an  alternate  or  auxiliary  route  directly  into  the  permanent 
portion  of  the  facility  is  being  considered. 
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A Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
The  Rocky  Ridge  Trailer  Court  & Campground 


June  19,  1974 
Page  Two 


topography 

Physically  the  project  area  encompasses  three  topographic  zones. 

1.  Between  the  highway  and  the  creek  (Ashley  Creek)  the  ground  slopes  gently 
to  the  bottom  at  a 4%  grade.  Little  or  no  disruption  should  be  experienced 
siting  travel  trailer  units. 

2.  Across  the  bridge  between  Ashley  Creek  and  trailer  court  the  ground  is 
fairly  steep  to  rolling  (a  side  slope)  with  grades  varying  from  7 to  207o. 
Utilization  of  this  area  for  any  type  of  travel  trailer  unit  will  require 
considerable  cut  and  fill  terracing  in  order  to  provide  level  parking 
space.  This  is  especially  true  for  that  tier  of  spaces  planned  nearest 
the  Ashley  Creek  shoreline. 

3.  The  permanent  trailer  spaces  are  sited  atop  the  terrace.  Grades  vary  from 
4 to  157,.  A portion  of  this  block  has  been  set  aside  for  park  land  which 
will  not  be  subjected  to  disruptive  impact.  Roads  have  been  kept  below  6% 
and  except  for  the  highest  tier  of  trailer  spaces  the  land  is  reasonably 
ameanable  to  shaping  without  major  surface  disruption. 

The  need  for  a buffer  zone  between  project  areas  and  peripheral  borders 
has  been  recognized  in  the  existence  of  a 15  foot  green  belt  around  the 
entire  project  area.  A 15  to  20  foot  green  belt  along  both  sides  of 
Ashley  Creek  has  also  been  defined  in  the  plans. 

SOILS  AND  VEGETATION 

Soils  in  the  area  are  reasonably  uniform;  either  stream  laid  alluvium  or  stony 
loam  of  glacial  origin. 

a.  Along  Ashley  Creek  the  subsurface  is  poorly  drained  alluvium,  primarily 
silty  clayey  loams  irregularly  banded  with  sands  and/or  organic-rich 
strata.  Springs  sometimes  can  and  do  occur  in  such  an  environment, 
however  none  are  known  to  exist  in  this  area  at  this  time.  Terracing, 
road  building,  excavating  could  create  real  problems  for  the  developer 
if,  once  begun,  the  construction  phase  taps  into  any  small  ribbon  aquifers 
which  have  not  been  identified  at  this  time. 


Percolation  rates  are  high;  however,  it  is  the  developers  intention  to 
utilize  the  old  railroad  bed  which  traverses  the  property  alongside  the 
highway  for  the  ultimate  disposal  of  sanitary  sewage  from  the  comfort 
station.  This  approach  has  been  used  in  other  places  with  good  success, 
however,  it  is,  at  this  time,  unknown  whether  this  long  wide  road  grade 
remnant  will  be  capable  of  receiving  the  volumes  possible  from  a camp- 
ground project  as  large  as  this. 
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b.  Above  Ashley  Creek,  on  the  terrace  to  be  used  for  individual  mobile  homes 

the  septic  systems  will  be  discharging  into  a loam  or  stony  loam  (with  clay) 
which  varies  with  the  slope  as  to  ability  to  accept  effluents  (moderate 
or  severe).  Since  slopes  are  moderately  high  much  of  the  land  is  in  the 
severe  catagory,  a conclusion  which  has  been  reinforced  by  the  seven 
percolation  tests  made  in  the  area.  Percolation  rates  and  sewage  disposal 
systems  will  be  designed  according  to  a 1 inch  in  30  minutes  rate  (equiva- 
lent to  an  applied  volume  of  0.92  gallons  per  square  foot  per  day),  a 
factor  which  could  lead  to  sizeable  absorption  fields. 


Vegetation  is  mostly  native  grass  v/ith  minor  cultivation  and/or  deciduous  trees 
with  shrubs  along  the  creek.  Much  thinning  along  the  creek  has  been  completed 
in  the  last  two  years.  It  is  the  developers  intention  to  leave  that  v/hich 
remains  for  stream  bank  stabilization.  In  terms  of  agricultural  capability  157® 
of  the  28  acres  in  in  Class  II  with  the  remaining  857o  either  Class  V or  VI. 


WATER  QUALITY  PLANNING  CONCEPTS 

Water  Supply:  The  domestic  water  supply  will  be  provided  from  subsurface 
sources.  Two  drilled  wells  are  to  be  used,  one  of  which  has  been  completed 
to  a depth  of  approximately  125  feet  and  a yield  in  the  70  gpm  range.  Storage 
and  distribution  system  details  have  not  been  completed,  however  it  appears 
that  the  proposed  method  is  entirely  feasible  pending  completion  of  engineering 
details . 

Sewage  Disposal : The  disposal  of  sanitary  sewage  will  require  both  community 
( the  K.O.A.  campground)  and  individual  systems  (the  trailer  court). 

a. )  K.O.A.  Campground -Sewage  disposal  will  be  required  for  the  comfort 

station  waste  and  the  dumping  station  waste.  In  addition,  the  comfort 
station  will  include  laundry  facilities  which  are  to  be  available  to 
the  trailer  court  residents  on  a year  round  basis.  For  that  reason, 
laundry  wastes  are  to  be  separated  from  the  comfort  station  waste  into 
a separate  system.  The  size  and  magnitude  of  these  waste  disposal 
systems  is  being  held  in  abeyance  pending  the  preliminary  land  use 
decision  and  the  final  configuration  of  the  campground  area. 

b. )  Trailer  Court-Sewage  disposal  will  be  by  individual  system,  however  the 

details  of  these  systems  (single  or  multiple)  have  not  been  submitted. 

Solid  Waste : Solid  waste  will  be  the  responsibility  of  the  campground  proprietor, 
and  since  this  is  a commercial  development  the  near  by  green  box  containers  will 
not  be  available  to  his  use.  Transport  will  be  by  either  the  operator  or 
contract  hauler  with  ultimate  disposal  to  the  county  landfill  district. 

Storm  Runoff ; Since  the  soil  throughout  the  area  is  not  particularly  porous 
or  permeable  and  since  the  ground  on  both  sides  of  Ashley  Creek  slopes  toward 
the  stream  bottom  it  can  be  assumed  that  storm  runoff  problems  including 
surface  discharge  directly  into  Ashley  Creek  could  occur  as  soon  as  the 
numerous  roads  and  hard  stands  are  completed  and  graded  in  the  usual  manner. 
Ponding,  however,  should  not  occur. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 


This  is  the  first  major  development  of  this  type  in  the  area  west  of  Kalispell. 
Presumably  it  could  be  considered  a precedent  making  project.  As  such,  it  v/ill 
provide  a new  series  of  impacts,  the  most  serious  of  which  would  be: 

1.  Aesthetic,  since  much  of  the  area  is  visible  from  Highway  2 and  from  the 
homes  in  the  surrounding  area. 

2.  Educational,  inasmuch  as  the  local  school  district  will  be  required  to  accept 
children  (grades  1 thru  8)  from  the  permanent  trailer  court  residences. 

This  factor  would  probably  not  become  serious  until  the  park  achieved 
75  to  907o  occupancy. 

3.  Degredation  of  surface  water  of  Ashley  Creek  and/or  of  the  existing 
ground  water  table.  This  could  become  serious  during  times  of  spring 
runoff  or  if  possible  subsurface  spring  areas  are  disturbed. 

4.  Air  Pollution,  unless  during  the  construction  process  the  disturbed  areas 
are  not  stabliized  with  soil  cover. 

5.  Public  service  oriented  in  terras  of  fire  protection,  law  enforcement, 
telephone  service  and  traffic  safety. 

On  the  positive  impact  side  the  developer  has  estimated  that  the  total  increased 
assessed  valuation  of  all  land  and  structures  to  be  $24,624.  00  at  90%  occupancy. 

Nor  does  the  project  seriously  effect  game  range  or  fisheries  or  take  valuable 
farm  land  out  of  production.  It  would  also  expand  the  demand  for  goods  and 
services  for  the  Kalispell  economic  base. 


ALTERNATIVES 

The  project  has  not  yet  had  preliminary  hearing  x^ith  acceptance  and/or  rejection 
and/or  conditional  approval  recommended  by  the  Planning  Board.  The  range  of 
alternatives  remaining  include: 

1.  Rejection,  for  cause,  of  the  entire  project  concept. 

2.  Acceptance  as  described,  pending  completion  of  sewer  and  water  plans 
that  are  consistant  with  the  needed  facilities  and  soil  capabilities. 

3.  Acceptance  after  the  inclusion  by  the  developer  of  modifications  deemed 
necessary  by  the  local  planning  agencies  and  pending  approval  of  facilities 
by  the  Department  of  Health. 

4.  Acceptance  of  parts  or  portions  of  the  project  and  rejection  for  cause  of 
other  portions  of  said  project. 
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LONG  TERM  vs.  SHORT  TERM  USAGES  AND  THE  COMMITMENT  OF  RESOURCES 

Marginal  ranch  land  usage  as  opposed  to  considerably  more  dense  commitment  to 
human  inhabitation  and  usage  for  28  acres. 


PUBLIC  OBJECTIONS 

To  date  ther  have  been  public  objections  raised  relative  to  this  campground  and 
trailer  court  . They  can  be  specifically  identified  as: 

1.  Aesthetic  because  of  intended  use  with  "unattractive"  (the  objectors  words) 
mobile  homes  or  trailer  homes. 

2.  Those  that  might  degrade  the  quality  of  education  at  the  local  rural  school. 

3.  Those  related  not  to  the  land  use,  but  to  the  density  or  level  of  use;  a 
suggestion  that  the  project  is  being  overbuilt  at  least  in  part. 

This  Division  Action  is  Considered  to  be  SIGNIFICANT . 

A final  impact  statement  will  be  issued  following  due  administrative  review  and  action 
by  the  local  planning  agencies  and  the  completion  of  plans  and  specification  with 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences. 

Information  contained  in  this  review  statement  was  provided  from  plans  submitted 
by  Mr.  M.  L.  Haiges,  RLS  of  Kalispell,  Montana  on  behalf  of  Mr.  E.  Wittlake, 

Kalispell,  Montana.  Campground  layout  is  by  K.O.A,  Campground,  Billings,  MT . 
Additional  significant  information  was  provided  by  Billmayer's,  Inc.  a licensed 
well  drilling  firm  and  from  the  files  of  the  Flathead  County  Areawide  Planning 
Organization . 
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'STATE  OF  IViarJTAI\lA  Helena, Montana  5%oi 
KALISPELL  REGIONAL  OFFICE-Box  1031 -Kal ispell , MT  59901 


June  24,  1974 


John  S AndersonM.D 
DIRECTOR 


COPIES  TO: 


Mr.  E.  Wittlake,  Rt . 2 Kalispell 

Mr.  M.  L.  Haiges  R.L.S.  Box  572,  Kalispell 

Montana  Environmental  Quality  Council,  Box  215  Capitol  Station,  Helena 
Montana  Fish  & Game  Dept.,  Mitchell  Bldg.  Attn:,  Mr.  Jim  Posewitz,  Helena 
Montana  State  Highway  Dept.,  Kalispell  Div.  6th  Ave . E.N.  & Montana,  Kalispell 
Montana  State  Dept,  of  Health  & Env . Sciences,  Attn:  Mr.  J.  Peterson,  Helena 
Montana  State  Dept.,  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Div.  of  Planning  & Economic 
Development,  Capitol  Station,  Helena 
Montana  State  Library  930  E.  Lyndale,  Helena 

Mr.  Ben  Wake,  Administrator,  Environmental  Sciences  Diviaon,  Helena 
Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Flathead  County  Courthouse  Annex,  Kalispell 
Flathead  County  Areawide  Planning  Organization  3 Ford  Bldg.  Kalispell 
B.  C.  McIntyre,  M.D.,  Flathead  County  Health  Officer  Box  427  Whitefish 
Flathead  County  Sanitarian,  Mr.  Les  Espeland,  R.S.  Box  919,  Kalispell 
Honorable  Larry  Bjorneby,  Mayor,  City  of  Kalispell,  City  Hall,  Kalispell 
Mr.  Wayne  Herman,  President,  Flathead  Wildlife,  Inc.  Box  4 Kalispell 
Dr.  Lawrence  Sonstelie,  President  FVCC  Ecology  Club,  Kalispell 
Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212  Venture  Center,  Missoula 
Trout  Unlimited,  45  2nd  St.  East,  Kalispell 

Regional  Planning  Organization  of  Western  Montana,  133  W.  Main,  Missoula 

FlatheadTomorrow,  Ms.  Kathy  Thompson,  Box  173  Bigfork 

Mr.  Dennis  G.  Jones,  Missoulian  Correspondent,  Box  287,  Poison 

Mr.  E.  0.  Mellem,  Rt . 2 Kalispell 

Mrs.  D.  Gibson,  Clerk,  Batavia  School  District  26  Rt . 2 Kalispell 


Gentlemen : 


The  enclose  al  Impact  Statement  has  been  prepared  for  the 

Rocky  Ridge  CamprgTgund , west  of  Kalispell  in  Flathead  County, 

Montana . 


Under  Montana  Law,  a person  or  agency  has  30  days  to  submit  comments  and  supply 
new  supplementary  information.  An  additional  15  days  may  be  granted  upon 
specific  request  to  an  individual  or  agency.  Comments  received  in  response  to 
this  Draft  Statement  will  be  summarized  and  included  in  the  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement. 


Sincerely, 


/ 


Wilbur  O.^ikin,  P.E. 

PublTic  Health  Engineer 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 
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A DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


FOR 

THE  ROCKY  RIDGE  TRAILER  COURT  6.  CAMPGROUND 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69-6504  (b)  (3); 
the  act  controlling  the  licensing  of  trailer  courts,  Secion  69-5602;  and 
the  act  to  control  water  pollution.  Section  69-4801  to  4827,  the  following 
statement  is  prepared  by  the  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental 
Sciences  concerning  the  Rocky  Ridge  Trailer  Court  and  Campground,  west  of 
Kalispell  in  Flathead  County,  Montana,  for  which  a submittal  has  been 
received  requesting  a license  to  operate  as  an  approved  trailer  park 
facility  and  as  a campground. 


INTRODUCTORY  NOTE 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  proposed  project  consists  of  two  separate  entities 
under  the  same  ownership.  The  campground  is  a Fv.O.A.  franchise  occupying  that 
area  which  borders  both  the  existing  highway  and  the  Ashley  Creek  stream  bed. 
Tlie  permanent  trailer  court  will  occupy  the  bench  land  across  the  creek  to  the 
east  of  the  campground.  Please  see  the  enclosed  map  for  area  differentiation. 


LOCATION  AND  SIZE 

The  total  master  plan  consists  of  28.4  acres  divided  into  81  permanent  trailer 
spaces  on  12.5  acres;  3.3  acres  of  roadway,  5.4  acres  of  park  land  and  89  travel 
trailer  spaces  on  7.2  acres  as  a K.O.A.  campground.  The  individual  mobile  home 
sites  will  occupy  6750  ft.^  of  trailer  court  space. 

The  28.4  acres  of  ground  to  be  so  utilized  is  four  miles  east  of  Kalispell  on 
the  south  side  of,  and  contingent  to  U.  S.  Highway  2.  The  Batavia  Rural  School 
is  approximately  one-half  mile  to  the  southwest  of  the  proposed  mobile  home 
complex. 


ACCESS 

Complete  access  routing  is,  as  yet,  an  incomplete  consideration.  As  presented, 
a 24  foot  wide  access  road  will  turn  off  of  Highway  2 into  the  campground  complex, 
cross  the  creek  via  a proposed  24  foot  wide  bridge  and  proceed  through  the 
remainder  of  the  K.O.A.  zone  into  the  permanent  trailer  court  area.  A series 
of  30  to  36  foot  loop  roads  split  off  from  this  main  roadway  thus  providing 
access  to  the  individual  trailer  spaces  which  are  laid  out  throughout  the  area. 
Individual  trailer  lots  are  laid  out  in  herringbone  or  rectangular  grid  blocks. 

The  question  being  raised  is  whether  this  scheme  would  prove  adequate  to  protect 
public  safety  in  an  emergency  situation  whereby  ambulances,  fire  fighting 
equipment  or  law  enforcement  vehicles  might  be  required  to  enter  the  area. 

The  possibility  of  an  alternate  or  auxiliary  route  directly  into  the  permanent 
portion  of  the  facility  is  being  considered. 
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topography 

Physically  the  project  area  encompasses  three  topographic  zones. 

1.  Between  the  highv/ay  and  the  creek  (Ashley  Creek)  the  ground  slopes  gently 
to  the  bottom  at  a 4%  grade.  Little  or  no  disruption  should  be  experienced 
siting  travel  trailer  units. 

2.  Across  the  bridge  between  Ashley  Creek  and  trailer  court  the  ground  is 
fairly  steep  to  rolling  (a  side  slope)  with  grades  varying  from  7 to  207o. 
Utilization  of  this  area  for  any  type  of  travel  trailer  unit  will  require 
considerable  cut  and  fill  terracing  in  order  to  provide  level  parking 
space.  This  is  especially  true  for  that  tier  of  spaces  planned  nearest 
the  Ashley  Creek  shoreline. 

3.  The  permanent  trailer  spaces  are  sited  atop  the  terrace.  Grades  vary  from 
4 to  157,.  A portion  of  this  block  has  been  set  aside  for  park  land  which 
will  not  be  subjected  to  disruptive  impact.  Roads  have  been  kept  below  6% 
and  except  for  the  highest  tier  of  trailer  spaces  the  land  is  reasonably 
ameanable  to  shaping  without  major  surface  disruption. 

The  need  for  a buffer  zone  between  project  areas  and  peripheral  borders 
has  been  recognized  in  the  existence  of  a 15  foot  green  belt  around  the 
entire  project  area.  A 15  to  20  foot  green  belt  along  both  sides  of 
Ashley  Creek  has  also  been  defined  in  the  plans. 


SOILS  AND  VEGETATION 

Soils  in  the  area  are  reasonably  unifonn;  either  stream  laid  alluvium  or  stony 
loam  of  glacial  origin. 

a.  Along  Ashley  Creek  the  subsurface  is  poorly  drained  alluvium,  primarily 
silty  clayey  loams  irregularly  banded  with  sands  and/or  organic-rich 
strata.  Springs  sometimes  can  and  do  occur  in  such  an  environment, 
however  none  are  known  to  exist  in  this  area  at  this  time.  Terracing, 
road  building,  excavating  could  create  real  problems  for  the  developer 
if,  once  begun,  the  construction  phase  taps  into  any  small  ribbon  aquifers 
which  have  not  been  identified  at  this  time. 

Percolation  rates  are  high;  however,  it  is  the  developers  intention  to 
utilize  the  old  railroad  bed  which  traverses  the  property  alongside  the 
highway  for  the  ultimate  disposal  of  sanitary  sewage  from  the  comfort 
station.  This  approach  has  been  used  in  other  places  with  good  success, 
however,  it  is,  at  this  time,  unknown  whether  this  long  wide  road  grade 
remnant  will  be  capable  of  receiving  the  volumes  possible  from  a camp- 
ground project  as  large  as  this. 


■ V^,'  H-fyUL 

■■--  ■■■■':?■■■  ^ .•<*.■  '■'I-*-'*  - 


v’  ' oe  - ■ ■ ' 

isaari^yk 


;,:> 


■ , ^ ■' ■ ^1  ■■5>  *1? 

.-'or  -‘  u''?'.- ';<o-'|::.,t  i^ef^o-je-q  »f;j 


A'"  i,"  ■’  ^ 

„ 7..  rr?r.;;  .f.s'-'&y.p  ;«ffa 

V.  ■ 'a.  yj'  i'.  J*  toQ.;)(Jdd-  anfe 

‘,  ^-It  xiUh-n  -^»V*irir3 

yziit'  - •■*j}yd  ©aljk'xd  gffa  . 

aqolf;  gxfi  Ijo?  03  Yl-i.i,'#! 

.1!,'  '>i-[v  ‘ vV(t,'  V *>  ',.,'':3i  ”io  wB 

■ v/i<  ■ m'!^  blii;  )«xo  ald^'isbi-ano-o  - jH 

■n-j  ri  -li  'ill.  - ^.l"  a>/n‘  • ,' ; , • 

. \i  - .;  er'--jt--:,.  ■ £• . t R’i  i Jj»is*i  t/-ra  oq  adT 

, . a :- : ■’  ,’■?  ■'  ■ ■*  .‘•.  /'  > \ '■"X!<'^'>  A •«'  ■‘-f  03  A #1  ' ’''Jl 

-7  ; -j  '>/:.,  ■i.n.  '.:  . -'•  ^TtJe  -K.‘ri  IXlv#\  a 

■ ■ ! 'V  ' , 'I  ‘■rtj"-i  'j3  3^y,>.s<)  b««, 

' • ,-i'>.-  <'  ' ' ->. P:  qc.!*.-  oj  £)/d6n*ii&j«fi 

. 'n.,..-n  'rs:  *;  j-  fiud  k aoa  (re5»n  a/ff  ;;f- 
t T .-■  - ■ ^ ■-  '^  y.^y  ''(i  ''‘S'*  nsad  ^mI' 

]'.  ,1  • V •'*  /'  .Aryya'  «’3JtJRd 

y I . >-.'ji'  -'.ft*  rsd  \;«idaAv' 7v*(J|H 

'i.\  '^p^yjH 


■;  hr*  i; 

■' , i ■•' 


.a;,:.'-  S' s ■-'  , 7 sA*' d : «srr!  5.,'  noilBj'oxj  viiv, 

■ ..;-^-:..v?  t ^r:..  :'.»i:.  'k*..-:::  /i.ji.,'i'w  r'Jlor/ 1 Unr  bic  »d3 

,. ‘;.v7'*' ;. .,  J.J,  '.0vns-i,.ii’i>  ed3 

■ : ■:  i&  ■^yAuy  ri  bSirV,;  ns^'d  •Ai*:*'  r>  ai'dT  4^o,t3»3a 

V-'i  •';''!;Y'  ’:T'.''3SliAf  yiSitil'i  KrTfl’".?'  .SB-  «Ei  3l  « 

: •■■  ,,  S'i  ,,('.j:  ^tx’SVXp-y^y  3o  r ■:::.■■»  .»  3<?  i’ |lw 

.34‘T«i  SB  30A£05<? 


■'« 


' . ;.'r  c-j.ir!i.f  v Icj,'  v'.  i5^■'  bts  ss»':&  sria  di.^aXiek^J 
«T.r  2 ,t ‘X  o r fci  3 rLs  %o  gsso 

‘ 'rj 

.,  ,1  iOr-si  ■ -{j>r  • :;  x&idaA  .«  '■'3 

s- i.i  _ i P* frcjsai  vsi’l?  ■' 

h ...  Ji  :.r.  a.-  fi,qjrTfiq3  ..  i.3R'3r.i« 

r i)  ^ *'  .n' ' '/iS' -'-'’•.SB  ano«  TwdAvcjrf  „ , 

blve--.  s7,<' ; r».nvf‘.,wro  ,_grt|b.U'iJcf  biiol 
..  d.-3.chv  r<<,  - : .-*■  ■~  ■■ '-TOO  o;{  ;.  ^ MOj'ac/  aoito  I 

r ' ('U  y..,j  ,r/6d 


A Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
The  Rocky  Ridge  Trailer  Court  6c  Campground 


June  19,  1974 
Page  Three 


b.  Above  Ashley  Creek,  on  the  terrace  to  be  used  for  individual  mobile  homes 

the  septic  systems  will  be  discharging  into  a loam  or  stony  loam  (with  clay) 
V7hich  varies  with  the  slope  as  to  ability  to  accept  effluents  (moderate 
or  severe).  Since  slopes  are  moderately  high  much  of  the  land  is  in  the 
severe  category,  a conclusion  which  has  been  reinforced  by  the  seven 
percolation  tests  made  in  the  area.  Percolation  rates  and  sewage  disposal 
systems  will  be  designed  according  to  a 1 inch  in  30  minutes  rate  (equiva- 
lent to  an  applied  volume  of  0.92  gallons  per  square  foot  per  day),  a 
factor  which  could  lead  to  sizeable  absorption  fields. 


Vegetation  is  mostly  native  grass  with  minor  cultivation  and/or  deciduous  trees 
with  shrubs  along  the  creek.  Much  thinning  along  the  creek  has  been  completed 
in  the  last  two  years.  It  is  the  developers  intention  to  leave  that  which 
remains  for  stream  bank  stabilization.  In  terms  of  agricultural  capability  15% 
of  the  28  acres  in  in  Class  II  with  the  remaining  85%  either  Class  V or  VI. 


WATER  QUALITY  PLANI^NG  CONCEPTS 

Water  Supply:  The  domestic  water  supply  will  be  provided  from  subsurface 
sources.  Tivo  drilled  wells  are  to  be  used,  one  of  which  has  been  completed 
to  a depth  of  approximately  125  feet  and  a yield  in  the  70  gpra  range.  Storage 
and  distribution  system  details  have  not  been  completed,  however  it  appears 
that  the  proposed  method  is  entirely  feasible  pending  completion  of  engineering 
details . 

Sewage  Disposal : The  disposal  of  sanitary  sewage  will  require  both  community 
( the  K.O.A.  campground)  and  individual  systems  (the  trailer  court). 

a. )  K.O.A.  Campground -Sewage  disposal  will  be  required  for  the  comfort 

station  waste  and  the  dumping  station  waste.  In  addition,  the  comfort 
station  will  include  laundry  facilities  which  are  to  be  available  to 
the  trailer  court  residents  on  a year  round  basis.  For  that  reason, 
laundry  wastes  are  to  be  separated  from  the  comfort  station  waste  into 
a separate  system.  The  size  and  magnitude  of  these  waste  disposal 
systems  is  being  held  in  abeyance  pending  the  preliminary  land  use 
decision  and  the  final  configuration  of  the  campground  area. 

b. )  Trailer  Court-Sewage  disposal  will  be  by  individual  system,  however  the 

details  of  these  systems  (single  or  multiple)  have  not  been  submitted. 

Solid  Waste : Solid  waste  will  be  the  responsibility  of  the  campground  proprietor, 
and  since  this  is  a commercial  development  the  near  by  green  box  containers  will 
not  be  available  to  his  use.  Transport  will  be  by  either  the  operator  or 
contract  hauler  with  ultimate  disposal  to  the  county  landfill  district. 

Storm  Runoff : Since  the  soil  throughout  the  area  is  not  particularly  porous 
or  permeable  and  since  the  ground  on  both  sides  of  Ashley  Creek  slopes  toward 
the  stream  bottom  it  can  be  assumed  that  storm  runoff  problems  including 
surface  discharge  directly  into  Ashley  Creek  could  occur  as  soon  as  the 
numerous  roads  and  hard  stands  are  completed  and  graded  in  the  usual  manner. 
Ponding,  however,  should  not  occur. 


isnuL 


a'aiiq^''  f&iamja^tXviiB  .■..'j-^--as3®  M 

, 'SI 

■>  • ''fil  . , ■ “T,-- 

ara/-/  aj(  irfom ’ifit?bJvJ:i>/ii  "toa  bd&a  9d  o3  sat^A-aTaS  drfa  nro  ,>f9»l0  Y»^rfaA 
i3iw,;  0*0  r vjiOAt-^  -yo  «:  o3wi  swig's ferfaai.^vad  11  v .olsqsa  atfi  , 

75 i . 7 04  oi;'  a*tVa,J5[,oi8'  ®d:3',ii3liHf)3^8»i4t^';;,r{alf!w 

n-»  n„  Ki'^riAt'  ^ l9j6SQf*<Siffi  $t.s5  fc«qola  $onl!2  ' .<ai»v«i»  lo 

i>^-'  • ri"t  'Vv-f  i;£?^  '^^5'0^^^7  ..'i^ad  aed  dsliiV/  weiaMiO^m^  !»  7 

3. '.1^.7  ♦ jb©'j£&  , wi  $l>fljji, '«,4«3i  noijJablowa<j  k ,’, 

ft.aJufU.:  0'  rii'.d'^iia  I » 03  iJIvf 

■;.*'  r-vi  ii*''r  wAoir^g.  S9,'0  jo  sfiwlov  om  o3  Swai 

, '.I'  .r  ;'!  .MO>iq7<i£.</if  sldfiBsle  04  l>B9r  blooa  fiai,rtw  TOJaa^ 


i>nr< 


S*. 


:cV!:,.; 

: ■ ■ :l 


I’  - 

\J' 


..,  , ,,ii.'‘:*%\5 -)  r</:>  janij;©  svi4  p,n.  xlSaotfi  :»1  ’ Aoi,i:jm»g4iy  r 

rdr  ^.'Oji},  grtOj» 

(. /'  i • ),i4  aT,>;ioiov9f- sdJ  %t  4I  .tliR^x  «!■ 

u ' 1 ^ vjf  j 0j  . /i<)i  atcai  Udjsje  ?Jri/vf  niiiiQiJia  sq5  BOiRmsT^ 


U-* 


sd4  ^'Jiw  1 1 


«!RaiO  ni  al  8»io*''<8£  i9vi3,'lo 


At*;  ■<  :•  iJ‘"  ■ ■ .liiv?  '^fqviub.  oHesfnob  »ffT  :viqqo^^ 

bi.\..'^^,t,  I ..i;7'  jJ-ji  iV;  .i  ■>  ‘ "*  ,hmu  03  »J,r&W  i)9l/isb  OVT  ,80331 

• ' » i"  (.-j7  ^ »>'  ' sd  • at  ''.(ox'^  ij  bwe  a'sel  cvl  vt93 Ea:}.xo%qqB  5o  rfdqs'b  » ?i3 

•i  r . ~ 3V':- -/-nd  ^;5.‘“:ii>'Iq.y:':,  .nois'd  4c*n  sllssab  ,mi&33''(£  ool^ydi^ialb  ttffis 

.T'-ti  S’;  h,«ri3  .^ntb...'‘'q  itfdlfc .s..y3:  vi/s3i-3da  »i  Ij^otjosq  artf 

. «tXia49b 

=>J 

f.i-'t  f5/v  -jgRvai?"  y;i'£3/0iia  Iw  Ifseoqsib,  ariT  ; J ;7?.uqp_rU  

Tiv^t  &2TSj3aY*  ftftfbivibai  bftp  (boixosgqsiio  . AiO^'A 

-1 

. , 'I 

b^<-x  ,xiff.'97  • ad  liiv  Z £»<? ■•; ?>  t b g:u «:wa3*  v ni-' o agrttcO  . A.  if « a 

nl  .’50ii«,.i»  ^'f^lqicaub  erij  94e«w  iSoZiSaia 

rjc  <(■?  37  a doi  dv  a :>i  3i  00/6  x'sbm/al  abmlanl  CXiw  itol44i4e 
MO-  axKfirf  bia.3i  k’wc  a'JnsfclBas  43wo3  39Xlfj7l 

Zv-Ja  .r.ol.iicjo  0=0  fj5Jf^»3Aqoft  9d  o4'^3%  c^safeT',’  Ysbm/al 
:?ai<v5v  “lo  ^thjJ^n^in  s*la  sn'f  .as.Ssi'tfSt  5»3jK3uq98  a 


V-'/iOlt  :-dj 


s^anB'scwdf^  «i  bXari  gaiscf  -al 
n f7ol4a3«gi!li!J03  t&stiJ  sdfj  bnis  awlalosb 


A ijwVfTU'!*:.;,  vd^ixZ  tLlw  Xg:g-o,4ai&‘- 


^f,vr  t’-v 


«if  f a.MiXd..C/ja!  30.  sig^jii-s)  «jB»7at(fa  60 


■ :.q  i' 

6 * .j,t '!  ^.; 

■ 7','  T.':,- 


■itri.  5,d'*  'io  VdXsti'iOqa^a  '^4^  &d  illy  »3a©w  biXoS  : o3ajsW  bl|i| 

*-{stj'4,§.  Yd  ■'Tfim'J  9ff3  4js‘S',roq.o.|sy»h  Xjai^ionmaoo  r Al , *1^4^  asale 
;;:y.  qo  otb  ®i  XXiw  .»as,^  alii  o3  AldiiiifiVii  »d  • 

. i X . I'd  ! Y^«oo3  Ads  03  XaAoq«si:b.  »3eatl3Jii  rtSlw  3»Xu6d  JoA^^oozt^ . 

SdC'v,.',  V ,.  ,ion  ai,  ,ft93&-!9<ri4  3vo«X,io03li4  .lioA  AfX3  s^aiS  ; 

L-it'  -’oS  ?|33x'Z/  '<aMSA  io  i?.is>MA  ,d3od  «o,  bwuot^  fen«  Al-'fasjBCtaq ' TO 

E«Xi?r:rl0«|  e£sifXfio'.tq  53:oxj4»t  tryo'^:#  3»xl3  bs^tteas  »d  WftT  31  txro31o<f  cj««iT3a  »dit  ^ 
• 9ri.1  3R  rrooa  '«  tu330  bitfoo  ^satO  yftirfaA  oafti  AgtArfoAib  aaa^TOA  .^, 

, iBUHu  »di  ol  bsbj&sg  &%»  abwa^a  ■ bTAd  te«  «baoT  a.miTasanft'S' 

, »3y2>30  300:'' bXooffa  ,T9v.«vojd' ';gal 

".f" 


A Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
The  Rocky  Ridge  Trailer  Court  &.  Campground 


June  19,  1974 
Page  Four 


ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 

This  is  the  first  major  development  of  this  type  in  the  area  west  of  Kalispell  . 
Presumably  it  could  be  considered  a precedent  making  project.  As  such,  it  will 
provide  a new  series  of  impacts,  the  most  serious  of  which  would  be: 

1.  Aesthetic,  since  much  of  the  area  is  visible  from  Highway  2 and  from  the 
homes  in  the  surrounding  area. 

2.  Educational,  inasmuch  as  the  local  school  district  will  be  required  to  accept 
children  (grades  1 thru  8)  from  the  permanent  trailer  court  residences. 

This  factor  would  probably  not  become  serious  until  the  park  achieved 
75  to  907o  occupancy. 

3.  Degredation  of  surface  water  of  Ashley  Creek  and/or  of  the  existing 
ground  water  table.  This  could  become  serious  during  times  of  spring 
runoff  or  if  possible  subsurface  spring  areas  are  disturbed. 

4.  Air  Pollution,  unless  during  the  construction  process  the  disturbed  areas 
are  not  stabliized  with  soil  cover. 

5.  Public  service  oriented  in  terms  of  fire  protection,  law  enforcement, 
telephone  service  and  traffic  safety. 

On  the  positive  impact  side  the  developer  has  estimated  that  the  total  increased 
assessed  valuation  of  all  land  and  structures  to  be  $24,624.  00  at  90%  occupancy. 

Nor  does  the  project  seriously  effect  game  range  or  fisheries  or  take  valuable 
farm  land  out  of  production.  It  would  also  expand  the  demand  for  goods  and 
services  for  the  Kalispell  economic  base. 

ALTERNATIVES 

The  project  has  not  yet  had  preliminary  hearing  with  acceptance  and/or  rejection 
and/or  conditional  approval  recommended  by  the  Planning  Board.  The  range  of 
alternatives  remaining  include: 

1.  Rejection,  for  cause,  of  the  entire  project  concept. 

2.  Acceptance  as  described,  pending  completion  of  sewer  and  water  plans 
that  are  consistent  with  the  needed  facilities  and  soil  capabilities. 

3.  Acceptance  after  the  inclusion  by  the  developer  of  modifications  deemed 
necessary  by  the  local  planning  agencies  and  pending  approval  of  facilities 
by  the  Department  of  Health. 

4.  Acceptance  of  parts  or  portions  of  the  project  and  rejection  for  cause  of 
other  portions  of  said  project. 
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LONG  TERM  vs.  SHORT  TERM  USAGES  AND  THE  COMMITMENT  OF  RESOURCES 

Marginal  ranch  land  usage  as  opposed  to  considerably  more  dense  cor.imitment  to 
human  inhabitation  and  usage  for  28  acres. 


PUBLIC  OBJECTIONS 

To  date  ther  have  been  public  objections  raised  relative  to  this  campground  and 
trailer  court  . They  can  be  specifically  identified  as: 

1.  Aesthetic  because  of  intended  use  with  "unattractive"  (the  objectors  words) 
mobile  homes  or  trailer  homes. 

2.  Those  that  might  degrade  the  quality  of  education  at  the  local  rural  school. 

3.  Those  related  not  to  the  land  use,  but  to  the  density  or  level  of  use;  a 
suggestion  that  the  project  is  being  overbuilt  at  least  in  part. 

This  Division  Action  is  Considered  to  be  SIGNIFICANT . 

A final  impact  statement  will  be  issued  following  due  administrative  review  and  action 
by  the  local  planning  agencies  and  the  completion  of  plans  and  specification  with 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences. 

Information  contained  in  this  review  statement  was  provided  from  plans  submitted 
by  Mr,  M.  L.  Haiges,  RLS  of  Kalispell,  Montana  on  behalf  of  Mr.  E.  Wittlake, 

Kalispell,  Montana.  Campground  layout  is  by  K.O.A.  Campground,  Billings,  MT . 
Additional  significant  information  was  provided  by  Billmayer's,  Inc.  a licensed 
well  drilling  firm  and  from  the  files  of  the  Flathead  County  Areawide  Planning 
Organization . 
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ROCKY  RIDGE  CAMPGROUND 
(A  Future  Development) 


ROCKY  RIDGE  TRAILER  COURT 


3500 


Honorable  Thomas  Judge,  Governor,  State  of  Montana,  Helena 
Don  Brelsford,  Brelsford  & Associates,  P.  0.  Box  1252, 

Bozeman 

Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 
City-County  Planning  Board,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 
City-County  Health  Department,  Box  639,  Bozeman 
Gallatin  County  Attorney,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 
Jim  DeWolfe,  Bozeman  Chronicle,  Bozeman 
Morrison-Maierle,  Inc.,  910  Helena  Avenue,  Bozeman 
Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning, 
Helena 

Department  of  State  Lands,  Helena 

Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation,  Helena 
Department  of  Highways,  Helena 

Ronald  Schleyer,  Lee  State  Bureau,  317  Allen,  Helena 
Rick  Graetz,  Box  894,  Helena 

Perry  Nelson,  Gallatin  Sportsmen's  Association,  526  North 
Bozeman  Avenue,  Bozeman 

Louis  Moos,  Sacajawea  Audubon  Society,  712  South  13  Avenue, 
Bozeman 

Mary  Lee  Reese,  29  South  Alta,  Helena 

Dr.  Richard  C.  Ritter,  Box  1170,  Bozeman 

James  Posewitz,  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Helena 

Gallatin  National  Forest,  Federal  Building,  Bozeman 

Charles  Bradley,  1105  South  Tracy,  Bozeman 

Northern  Rockies  Action  Group,  #9  Placer  Street,  Helena 

Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena 

Ken  Porter,  502  South  Grand,  Bozeman 

Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212  Venture 
Center,  University  of  Montana,  Missoula 
Montana  State  Library,  Helena 

Doris  Milner,  Montana  Wilderness  Association,  Route  1,  Box 
1410,  Hamilton 

Ed  Mohler,  The  Gallatin  County  Tribune,  201  Mendenhall, 

Bozeman 

Bozeman  Public  Library,  Bozeman 

Environmental  Studies  Department,  Larry  Uman,  University 
of  Montana,  Missoula 

Gallatin  Canyon  Study  Team,  Montana  State  University,  Bozeman 
Beaver  Creek  South,  Inc.,  24  South  Willson,  Bozeman 
Consumer  Advocate,  Governor's  Office,  Helena 


I 


Rick  Applegate,  Box  931,  Bozeman 

Joe  Sabol,  Attorney,  27  North  Tracy,  Bozeman 

Elizabeth  Smith,  2311  Highland  Court,  Bozeman 


Gentlemen: 

This  final  environmental^ impact  statement  for  Beaver  Creek 
South,  a proposed ' subdivision  in  Gallatin  County,  is  sub- 
mitted for  your  consideration  pursuant  to  the  Montana  En- 
vironmental Policy  Act. 

If  you  have  any  questions  or  comments,  please  let  us  know. 
Sincerely  yours. 


D.  G.  Willems,  P.E.,  Chief 
Water  Quality  Bureau 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 


DGW:APK;sh 
Enclosure 
cc:  Dan  Vichorek 

Terry  Carmody 
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MONTANA  STATE  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH 
AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCES 


June  26,  1974 
E.S.  74/85 


A Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

for 

BEAVER  CREEK  SOUTH, 

a proposed  subdivision  in  Gallatin  County,  Montana 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69- 
6504  (b)  (3) ; the  act  controlling  both  public  and  private 

water  supply  and  sewage  disposal  for  subdivisions.  Section 
69-5001  through  69-5005;  and  the  act  to  control  water  pol- 
lution, Section  69-4801  through  69-4827,  the  final  environ- 
mental impact  statement  was  prepared  by  the  Department  of 
Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  Environmental  Sciences 
Division,  Water  Quality  Bureau,  concerning  the  proposed  Beaver 
Creek  South  subdivision  in  Gallatin  Canyon,  for  which  a 
submittal  has  been  received  requesting  subdivision  plat 
approval. 

Location 


This  project  is  located  approximately  seven  miles  south  of 
the  Big  Sky  of  Montana  Meadow  Village  in  the  canyon  of  the 
West  Gallatin  River.  It  is  situated  in  the  SE  1/4  of 
Section  17,  Township  7 South,  Range  4 East,  MPM.  Beaver 
Creek  South,  Inc.,  a Montana  corporation,  intends  to  divide 
approximately  95  acres  into  72  lots  for  single-family  and 
multi-family  residences  with  a maximum  of  7 1/2  acres  along 
U.  S.  Highway  191  reserved  for  a neighborhood  commercial 
area.  Beaver  Creek  crosses  a portion  of  the  property  for 
about  a quarter  of  a mile  along  the  north  side.  The  right- 
of-way  of  U.  S.  Highway  191  forms  the  eastern  boundary. 

A draft  environmental  impact  statement  was  prepared  and  cir- 
culated for  the  proposed  Beaver  Creek  South  subdivision  on 
the  8th  day  of  April,  1974.  A 15-day  extension  to  the  mandatory 
30-day  period  for  accepting  comments  and  questions  was  re- 
quested by  the  State  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and 
Conservation.  This  extension  was  granted  in  compliance  with 
the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act.  Copies  of  the  draft 
statement,  along  with  a plat  and  various  exhibits  are  avail- 
able for  public  inspection  in  the  Helena  office  of  the  Water 
Quality  Bureau. 

Response  to  the  draft  environmental  statement  was  received 
from  the  State  Environmental  Quality  Council,  State  Department 


of  Highways,  Gallatin  Sportsmen's  Association,  U.  S.  Forest 
Service,  State  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conserva- 
tion, the  Northern  Rockies  Action  Group,  Inc.,  and  Dorothy 
Bradley  Applegate. 

The  Environmental  Quality  Council  offered  the  following 
comments : 

The  following  oomments  on  your  department's  EIS  for  Beaver 
Creek  South  subdivision  in  Gallatin  County  are  offered  to 
assist  your  agency  in  refining  its  EIS  process^  andy  hope- 
fully^  to  improve  the  quality  of  the  proposed  subdivision. 

Pages  1 and  2.  If  the  proposed  commercial  area  is  intended 
to  cater  to  neighborhood  residents^  i.e.y  residents  of  the 
proposed  subdivisicny  why  will  it  not  be  centrally  located 
rather  than  along  the  edge  of  the  subdivision  on  U.  S.  191? 
Although  the  highway  location  may  attract  more  customers y 
it  would  be  less  convenient  to  residents  of  the  subdivision 
and  would  sacrifice  some  of  the  aesthetic  qualities  of  U.  S. 

191  as  a scenic  highway. 

Page  7,  Careful  management  is  necessary  for  successful 
operation  of  any  land  disposal  system.  Uho  will  be  responsible 
for  operating  the  sewage  treatment  units  and  percolation  ponds? 

The  developer?  The  property  owners?  The  Department  of  Health 
and  Environmental  Sciences?  What  qualifications  will  be  re- 
quired of  the  operator (s)? 

Page  11,  Eventually y vegetation  will  rot  and  decompose.  De- 
composition products  may  enter  the  soil  and  groundwater 
systems  and  result  in  soil  plugging  and  water  contamination. 

It  may  be  advisable  to  harvest  the  reed  canany  grass  from 
time  to  time  to  avoid  these  problems  and  to  maintain  a 
healthy  stand  of  vegetation. 

Page  14,  Compatibility  "with  the  existing  quality  and 
architecture  in  the  area" y i.e.y  Big  Skyy  would  probably 
but  the  price  of  a lot  and  structure  in  this  subdivision 
beyond  the  reach  of  the  average  employee  of  Big  Sky.  A 
real  question  is  whether  this  development  will  satisfy 
the  housing  shortage  for  Big  Sky  employees y or  will  cater 
to  the  same  class  of  people  that  are  attracted  to  Big  Sky. 

In  conclusiony  a map  or  a scaled-down  plat  showing  the 
arrangement  of  lotSy  park  dedicationy  commercial  areay  soil 
types  and  filter  ponds  would  have  been  useful  in  orienting 
oneself  with  the  proposed  subdivision.  We  wish  to  comple- 
ment the  Department  of  Health  on  its  efforts  to  obtain 
pertinent  information  by  consulting  with  appropriate  agencies 
and  individuals  prior  to  circulation  of  the  draft  EIS. 
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Thank  you  for-  your  efforts  toward  oorrqylianae  with  the 
Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act. 


The  proposed  commercial  area  is  intended  to  cater  to  resi- 
dents of  the  subdivision,  and  the  highway  location  is 
designed  to  attract  other  customers.  However,  there  would 
be  only  one  access  approach  to  U.  S.  Highway  191,  and  the 
commercial  area  would  be  served  from  a proposed  frontage 
road. 


Any  sewage  disposal  system  that  requires  maintenance  needs 
careful  management.  The  Beaver  Creek  South  Association, 
which  would  be  comprised  of  the  lot  owners,  would  be  responsible 
for  operation  of  the  sewage  treatment  plant.  A qualified 
operator  would  have  to  be  hired  to  maintain  the  plant.  Since 
this  sewage  plant  would  serve  ten  or  more  families,  the 
operator  would  have  to  pass  an  examination  and  be  licensed 
by  the  Montana  Board  for  Certification  of  Water  and  Wastewater 
Operators . 

The  vegetation  would  have  to  be  harvested  from  any  type 
of  surface  disposal  system,  whether  it  be  an  infiltration 
pond  or  irrigation  system. 

Many  have  suggested  that  the  price  of  a lot  and  structure 
may  be  beyond  the  reach  of  most  employees  of  Big  Sky,  that 
the  development  would  not  solve  the  housing  problems  at  the 
resort  complex,  but  cater  to  the  same  class  of  people  that 
are  attracted  to  Big  Sky.  This  may  be  a valid  statement,  but 
has  no  bearing  on  the  decision  whether  or  not  to  approve 
the  plat. 


It  is  agreed  that  a plat  would  be  useful  to  one  reviewing 
an  environmental  impact  statement.  One  was  not  included 
in  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  budgetary 
reasons . 


The  State  Department  of  Highways  offered  the  following 
comments : 


Reference  is  made  to  your  draft  environmental  impact 
statement  dated  April  8^  1974  on  the  subject  sub- 
division, As  pointed  out  in  the  statement^  this  sub- 
division will  generate  a large  amount  of  traffic  that 
will  utilize  U,  S.  191. 

After  reviewing  the  subdivision  plat  in  your  office 
we  have  the  following  comments. 
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1,  Access  to  U.  S,  191  should  he  limited  to  one  approach 
at  highway  station  894+  51  _+  (Twin  Antler  Drive). 

2.  The  approach  at  this  point  should  be  in  accordance  with 
the  Montana  Department  of  Highways  Approach  Standards 
for  Montana  Highways,  The  attached  page  26  from  this 
manual  illustrates  what  would  he  an  acceptable  approach 
in  this  particular  situation.  It  is  recommended  that 
55  MPH  speed  to  used  for  determining  "F". 

3,  With  the  approach  at  Twin  Antler  Drive ^ there  are  adequate 
interior  roads  to  serve  the  subdivision  without  allowing 
any  other  access  to  U.  S.  191.  The  commercial  area  should 
be  served  from  the  proposed  frontage  road  adjacent  to 

U.  S.  191. 

4.  It  is  requested  that  future  statements  include  a general 
location  map  and  a copy  of  the  proposed  subdivision 
plat. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  statement. 


It  is  anticipated  that  Beaver  Creek  South  Association  will 
comply  with  the  recommendations  of  the  State  Department  of 
Highways,  A permit  is  necessary  for  access  to  this  primary 
road.  It  would  undoubtedly  not  be  issued  if  the  approach 
at  Antler  Drive  did  not  meet  specifications. 
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PUDLIC  ACCPSS  APPPXACH 
RIGHT  TURN  LANE  & TAPERS 


Iho  applicant  shall  provide  ricjfit-turn  lanes  or  tapers  as  part  of 
an  approach  or  driveway  system  if  the  department  determines  that  such 
rignt-turn  lanes  or  tapers  are  required  to  minimize  congestion  or  hazard 
on  the  hig.iway  caused  by  vehicles  entering  the  applicant's  approach.  A 
ngnt-turn  lane  shall  be  preceded  by  a taper.  The  design  feature  dimensions 
of  a right-turn  lane  and  taper  shall  conform  to  those  shown  below. 

I .«• 1 


RIGHT-TURN  LANE  AND  TAPERS 


Design 

Feotures 

Curl 

3ed  Higf)v/oy 

Uncor 

bed  Higbwoy 

Standard 

Ronge 

Stondord 

Ronge 

E 

10  ft 

no  ronge 

10  ft 

no  range 

Right-turn  Lons 

L engfh 

F 

* 

* 

* 

Right-furn  Lone 
Width 

G 

12  ft 

10  to  15  ft 

12  ft 

10  to  15  ft 

Entering 

Taper 

H 

150  ft  * 

50  to  150  ft. 

150  ft 

50  to  150  ft 

Exiting 

Toper 

J 

not  opplicoble 

50  ft 

50  to  150  ft" 

.unc  IS  usea.  the  fcntering  Toper  stondord  sJ,ol|  be  50  It 
w^oot  o ngSl-tum  lone,  the  Entering  Toper  stondord  sholl  be  150  ft. 


The  standard  shall  be  used  unless  engineering  judgment  determines  that  another 
dimension  within  the  range  is  more  suitable  for  a particular  site  or  special  con- 
dition  and  is  approved  by  the  department. 


o 

f— 

•K 

■X 

. 

DETERMINE  F 



HIGHWAY 

RIGHT  TURN 

TAPER 

SPEED  M.P.H.  ■ 

LANE  F (FT.V 

(FT.) 

25 

75 

50 

0 

150 

30 

100 

50 

0 

150 

35 

125 

50 

40 

175 

50 

45 

225 

50 

50 

275 

50 

1 bb 

^ 

66 

400 

50 

65 

475 

50 

70 

550 

50 

The  Gallatin  Sportsmen's  Association  sent  in  the  following 
response  to  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement: 

appreeiate  the  opportunity  to  aorment  an  the  draft  en- 
vironmental impact  statement  for  the  proposed  Beaver  Creek 
South  subdivision  in  Gallatin  County.  Our  main  concern 
is  for  wildlife y mainly  elky  in  the  area  of  the  subdivision 
and  adjacent  to  the  subdivision. 

Wildlife  provide  a mayor  source  of  recreation  in  the  Gallatin. 
Recreation  hunting  has  been  a traditional  and  necessary  form 
of  wildlife  management  for  years.  For  75  yearSy  Montana 
Sportsmen  have  invested  their  money  in  management  programs 
for  the  benefit  of  wildlifOy  people  and  recreation.  The 
Beaver  Greek  South  subdivision  is  adyacent  to  the  Gallatin 
Game  Range  which  was  acquired  for  wildlife  winter  range 
and  hunting  in  1951  with  sportsmen’s  money  generated  by 
hunting  license  fees  and  excise  taxes  on  sporting  arms  and 
ammunition. 

Since  1951  more  extensive  development  has  occurred  in  the 
area  and  the  newcomers  are  already  complaining  about  the 
hunting  on  the  game  range  and  adjoining  public  land.  While 
we  share  their  concern  we  must  remind  them  that  hunting 
has  been  an  established  use  of  wildlife  on  public  lands  since 
Montana  became  a state.  We  suggest  it  be  mandatory  that  sub- 
division developers  inform  prospective  buyers  of  the  fact 
that  hunting  on  public  lands  is  an  established  right.’ 

Environmental  impact  statements  often  convey  the  feeling  that 
wildlife  is  not  disturbed  by  development  and  merely  move  to 
another  part  of  the  forest  and  live  happily  ever  after.  Such 
a feeling  has  no  basis  in  fact  and  demonstrates  a lack  of 
appreciation  for  wildlife  ecology.  Most  Montana  wildlifcy 
especially  the  big  game  speciesy  require  habitat  with 
wilderness  type  characteristics.  Development  in  one  form 
or  another  and  the  year  long  people  activities  associated 
with  development  can  effectively  stop  wildlife  production 
in  the  impacted  area.  The  area  of  impact  is  always  a much 
larger  area  than  that  occupied  by  the  development  alone. 
Eventually y development  will  stop  the  production  of  the 
wildlife  dependent  upon  the  area  and  their  contribution  to 
the  wildlife  population  will  be  lost  forever. 

The  development  of  land  in  wildlife  winter  range  areas y such  as 
Beaver  Creek  South  subdivisiony  may  also  result  in  considerable 
economic  loss  to  Montana.  A recent  publication  indicates  that 
wildlife  in  the  area  of  the  proposed  subdivision  could  yield 
between  $50  to  $100  million  in  benefits  over  the  next  25  years^ . 


1 1974  The  Gallatin  Areay  Bulletin  344y  Gallaton  Canyon  Study 
Teamy  Rational  Science  Foundationy  Cooperative  Extensive  Ser- 
vice, Montana  State  University,  Bozeman,  Montana 
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To  realize  the  benefits  we  will  need  to  protect  the  xwildlife 
habitat,  especially  the  winter  range  in  the  Gallatin,  Also, 
a basic  problem  must  be  recognized — wildlife  habitat  cannot 
simultaneously  be  used  for  both  wildlife  under  natural  con- 
ditions and  for  development  of  subdivisions  in  or  near  the 
wildlife  habitat. 

If  Big  Sky  of  Montana,  Inc.  feels  that  this  subdivision  is 
necessary  to  their  operation,  we  suggest  it  be  moved  into 
the  Vest  Fork  area  closer  to  Big  Sky  where  wildlife  is 
already  relegated  to  a minor  land  use. 

Montana  citizens  and  sportsmen  are  concerned  about  land  use 
control  in  relation  to  wildlife  range.  Unfortunately , 
concern  has  not  been  enough  and  the  legislature  "dropped  the 
ball"  when  it  came  to  seriously  considering  wildlife  in  laws 
dealing  with  planning  and  approving  subdivisions.  However, 
we  hope  the  State  of  Montana  will  show  concern,  pursuant 
to  tJw  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  for  iwildlife,  for 
recreation  and  for  our  investment  in  wildlife  that  was  made 
for  the  benefit  of  all  people. 

Our  Association  is  not  in  favor  of  approving  this  subdivision 
because  of  the  adverse  impact  on  wildlife  and  on  public 
recreation  associated  with  wildlife. 


It  is  true  that  the  legislature  did  not  pass  legislation  which 
would  authorize  consideration  of  wildlife  habitat  in  the  plan- 
ning and  approving  of  subdivisions.  To  not  approve  the  sub- 
division based  on  adverse  impacts  on  wildlife  and  public 
recreation  based  on  wildlife  would  certainly  precipitate 
litigation  in  the  courts.  This  would  not  be  in  the  long- 
range  interest  of  wildlife  protection.  £1^  probable  adverse 
decision  would  have  profound  effects  on  the  decision-making 
process  of  future  legislatures.'^  s.- c-' 

— — f 


The  U.  S.  Forest  Service  has  offered  the  following  comments: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  Draft  Environmental  Statement 
to  Beaver  Creek  South,  a proposed  subdivision  in  Gallatin 
County,  Montana. 

Page  3,  4th  Paragraph  - Brels ford  and  Associates  have 
made  the  most  favorable  interpretations  of  J . A.  Olsen, 
et.  al.  "General  Soils  Maps  and  Soils  Interpretation" 
in  this  and  following  paragraphs.  This  paragraph  does 
not  say  but  I infer  that  the  Hbighborhocd  Commercial 
and  Single  Family  Residences  will  also  be  confined  to  the 
Bigel-Hobacker  Association  soils. 
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Page  11  and  12  ~ I eeho  the  State  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  aonoem  and  would  add  that  the  development  will  further 
restrict  game  movement^  pantioulanly  elk. 

Page  22j  6th  Paragraph  - Forest  Service  contact  with  Montana 
Power  Company  does  not  support  the  quote  of  "no  problem" 
in  supplying  the  power  needs  of  Beaver  Creek  South.  John 
Cromer  - Vice  President  for  Electrical  Operations  of  Montana 
Power  at  a 12/18/72  meeting  with  Forest  Supervisor  Hawkes 
told  us  that  additional  power  service  for  the  upper  Gallatin 
Canyon^  particularly  Big  Sky  of  Montana^  would  be  needed  by 
the  fall  of  1975.  We  have  since  received  application  for  a 
161  KV  line  from  Clyde  Park  to  Dillon  to  meet  this  and  other 
needs.  The  developers  of  Beaver  Creek  South  should  be  aware 
that  this  proposed  powerline  has  not  and  may  not  be  approved. 
Development  of  Beaver  Creek  should  not  be  carried  beyond  the 
present  power  capacity  in  the  Gallatin  Canyon.  If  in  fact  all 
present  power  capacity  is  allocated^  they  should  not  proceed 
with  their  development  until  additional  power  is  assured. 

Page  12^  7th  Paragraph  - The  Gallatin  Forest  Fire  Protection 
District  does  not  include  the  land  on  this  proposed  subdivision 
and  thus  the  U.  S.  Forest  Service  would  not  be  responsible 
for  wildland  fire  suppression  on  this  property.  Adjacent 
forested  land  is^  however,  within  the  fire  protection  district. 
The  proposed  subdivision  would  therefore  have  to  depend  on 
the  volunteer  fire  district  for  both  structural  and  wildland 
fire  protection. 

Page  12,  7th  Paragraph  - The  treatment  of  the  effect  on  traffic 
is  very  incomplete.  No  date  is  placed  on  the  AVI's  given.  I 
would  assume  these  figures  are  current.  In  1971  the  State  of 
Montana  Highway  Department  estimated  the  present  highway  will 
carry  4,500  ADT.  At  that  time  they  said  that  in  1969  an 
average  increase  of  42  cars  per  day  each  year  without  Big  Sky 
or  an  AVI  in  1980  of  2,181  cars.  Big  Sky  traffic  by  1980  was 
estimated  at  600  additional  cars  per  day  or  2,781  ADI.  Today 
we  have  Beaver  Creek  South  with  an  estimated  900  ALT  for  a 
total  of  4,681  ADT.  An  additional  figure  should  be  added 
to  this  total  for  subdivisions  proposed  or  approved  since 
1971  such  as  proposed  Karst  #1  and  the  approved  Ken  McBride 
subdivision  in  the  West  Fork. 

The  State  of  Montana  Highway  Department  should  reevaluate  their 
projections  for  this  proposal  and  total  use  of  this  Highway 
taking  into  consideration  peak  periods  of  use.  They  appear  to 
have  used  yearly  average  figures  rather  than  peak  figures  and 
have  not  adequately  considered  the  effect  of  other  develop- 
ments when  they  estimate  a 47o  increase  per  year  to  1992;  nor 
are  they  consistent  with  past  projections. 
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Use  of  Highway  191  in  the  Gallatin  Canyon  may  he  approaching 
capacity  during  peak  periods  of  the  day  now.  Motor  vehicle 
accident  figures  and  deaths  have  increased  many  fold  in  the 
last  five  years.  Beaver  Creek  South  will  intensify  the 
problems.  The  report  should  accurately  quantify  these 
additional  traffic  problems  and  weigh  their  consequences  in- 
cluding the  consequences  of  a 4 lane  highway. 

The  Beaver  Creek  development  is  not  adjacent  to  national  Forest 
land.  Effects  on  National  Forest  land  will  be  secondary  in 
such  forms  as  increased  pressure  for  the  161  KV  powerline ^ 
highway  191  improvement ^ use  of  National  Forest  lands  for 
various  recreation  purposes ^ etc, 

A map  of  this  development  would  have  helped  greatly  in  the 
evaluation  process. 


The  neighborhood  commercial  area  and  some  of  the  single-family 
residences  will  be  located  on  the  Bigel-Hobacker  Association 
soils.  Part  of  the  single-family  residences  would  be  con- 
structed on  Leavitt-Loeberg  and  Leavitt-Hanson  Associations. 

The  development  of  Beaver  Creek  South  would  add  to  the  total 
power  needs  of  the  area.  This  subdivision  alone  would  not 
create  a need  for  additional  power  lines  but  would  be  a 
contributing  factor  should  one  be  deemed  necessary. 

The  Department  of  Highways  reaffirms  their  comments  on  the 
effects  the  proposed  subdivision  would  have  on  U.  S.  Highway 
191.  Paul  R.  DeVine,  Chief  of  the  Planning  and  Research 
Bureau,  states  that  highways  are  designed  to  handle  the 
thirtieth  peak  traffic  flow  and  not  the  greatest  peak  traffic 
period. 


The  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation  offered 
the  following  comments: 

The  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation  (DNR&C) 
wishes  to  corrment  on  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental 
Sciences'  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the 
proposed  Beaver  Creek  South  subdivision  in  Gallatin  County. 

General  and  specific  comments  follow: 

GENERAL  COMMENTS 


Although  it  requires  more  time  and  effort^  some  consideration 
of  the  comulative  impact  of  the  increasing  subdivision  activity 
in  the  Gallatin  Canyon  is  needed.  Environmental  assessments 
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should  not  he  restricted  to  the  impact  of  a particular 
subdivision  hut  rather  should  reflect  consideration  of 
those  in  existence  and  to  the  potential  for  new  subdivisions . 
Limited  reviews  provide  only  incremental  assessments  which 
may  not  describe  the  total  situation^  Incremental  impacts 
can  add  up  to  significant  impacts  and,  therefore,  some 
effort  must  be  given  to  assessing  their  cimulative  effect. 

For  example,  one  subdivision  might,  by  itself,  remove  only 
an  insignificant  amount  of  wildlife  habitat;  however,  several 
subdivisions  in  concert  may  remove  a substantial  amount  of  such 
habitat  resulting  in  a major  negative  impact  on  wildlife. 

A helpful  addition  to  readers  of  this  statement  would  be  a 
general  locator  map  together  with  a map  showing  the  arrange- 
ment of  development  within  the  subdivision. 

SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 


Page  3,  Covenants.  The  developers  assert  that  development 
planning  and  architectural  control  are  to  he  maintained  by  a 
landowners'  association  and  that  land-use  covenants  will  re- 
duce the  disruptive  influence  of  the  proposed  subdivision 
upon  the  natural  environment. 

A full  discussion  of  the  effectiveness  of  these  control 
methods  should  he  presented  in  the  Final  EIS.  Such  dis- 
cussion should  center  on  such  questions  as: 

(a)  Haw  is  the  landowners'  association  created  and  can  it  be 
disso Ived? 

(b)  ¥hat  enforcement  power  does  the  association  have? 

(c)  Can  the  association  modify  or  absolve  the  development 
plan  or  the  restrictive  covenants  and,  if  so,  by  what 
means  or  procedures  can  this  happen?  and 

(d)  Generally,  are  these  restrictive  covenants  adequate  to 
protect  the  natural  environment?  If  not,  where  are 
they  weak? 

Page  6,  Water  Supply.  In  reference  to  the  water  supply,  there 
is  no  mention  of  water  rights.  On  page  7 it  is  stated  that, 

" ...  it  is  anticipated  (emphasis  added)  that  no  single  well 
will  serve  more  than  eight  dwellings  or  more  than  24  persons  . . . 
This  statement  does  not  place  a limitation  on  the  withdrawal 
from  each  well.  In  accordance  with  the  Water  Use  Act,  if  the 
yield  is  100  gallons  per  minute  or  more  per  well  then  an 
application  for  a beneficial  water  use  permit  must  be  made  to 
tlm  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation,  and  a 
permit  to  appropriate  water  issued  before  construction  may  begin. 
It  should  be  further  noted  that  the  Water  Use  Act  also  requires 
that  regardless  of  the  yield  from  each  well,  the  driller  must 
file  a well  log  report.  Within  60  days  of  completion  the 
appropriator  also  must  file  a notice  of  completion  of  water 
development  with  the  Department. 
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I'iUjt-i  JhiijulU.  Wa  u<ji‘ee  thui  the  oluuut  liiq>ac;t  of 

the  yropoaed  development  is,  to  a degree , open  to  speoulation 
and  a matter  of  personal  values,  Eouevery  the  Final  EIS 
should  acknowledge  the  fact  that  the  Gallatin  Canyon  is 
widely  renowned  for  its  scenic^  natural  beauty,  unmarred  by 
extensive  development.  The  placement  of  subdivisions  within 
the  scenic  canyon  setting,  therefore,  has  a far  more  serious 
visual  impact  relative  to  similar  developments  within  or  near 
urbanized  areas. 

Similar  to  other  impacts,  one  subdivision  adds  only  an  incre- 
mental amount  of  degradation  of  natural  beauty  which,  taken 
alone,  may  be  acceptable.  Jievertheless,  increments  often 
accumulate  with  the  addition  of  each  new  development  until 
unacceptable  levels  or  thresholds  are  reached  or  surpassed. 

The  Final  EIS  should,  therefore,  consider  not  only  the  direct 
impacts  of  this  one  proposal,  but  also  the  cumulative  impacts 
of  existing  and  potential  subdivisions  in  a relatively  pristine 
canyon  setting. 

Fage  12,  Electric  Power.  The  proposed  200  homes,  if  of  average 
size,  with  normal  electrical  use  and  heat,  could  contribute 
approximately  2,0  to  2.5  megawatts  to  peak  energy  demands. 
Additional  energy  demand  will  result  from  the  commercial 
development  and  the  sewage  treatment  plant. 

Montana  Power  Company  's  long-range  plans  indicate  that  in 
the  near  future,  the  Company  wishes  to  apply  to  the  DM&C 
to  construct  an  additional  powerline  of  161  kilovolts  (KV) 
near  the  area  of  this  proposed  development.  If  an  appli- 
cation is  received,  the  Department  has  600  days  thereafter 
to  study  the  proposal  and  make  its  recommendation  to  the 
Board  of  Ihtural  Resources,  who,  has  final  authority  to 
deny  or  approve  the  application.  To  date,  no  application 
has  been  received  by  the  Department  for  this  project. 

A statement  is  made  in  the  Draft  EIS  that  there  would  be 
"no  problem"  in  supplying  the  power  needs  of  development, 
however,  it  is  not  clear  if  there  is  presently  no  problem 
or  if  there  would  be  "no  problem"  assuming  the  proposed 
161  KV  transmission  line  were  approved  and  constructed. 

Page  13,  Police  Protection.  The  final  statement  should 
clarify  the  comment  that  "the  Association  may  decide  to 
hire  its  own  security  agent  for  added  protection,  in  a 
similar  manner  to  Big  Sky  of  Montana".  A recent  news 
article  pointed  out  that  the  salary  of  a deputy  sheriff  to 
be  stationed  at  Big  Sky  will  be  paid  by  the  public  ( Gallatin 
and  Madison  Counties) . From  what  funding  will  the  salary 
of  Beaver  Creek  South's  security  agent  be  drawn? 
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Page  IS.^  Property  Valuation.  Possible  data  assembled  by 
the  Montana  State  University  Gallatin  Canyon  Study  could 
heVp  ascertain  whether  property  valuations  acre  sufficient 
to  cover  the  additional  costs  of  government  services . A 
recent  reference  obtained  by  the  State  Libraru  may  also 
help  in  this  regard: 

Oregon  Extension  Services 

Local  Tax  Impact  of  Recreation  and  Subdivisions: 

A Case  Study 

Special  Report  365^  1972. 

Page  13 ^ Vehicle  Impact.  The  Department  of  Highways ' comments 
give  the  full  development  level  for  the  subdivision  as  174 
dwelling  units;  elsewhere  in  the  Draft  the  developer  affirms 
that  200  dwelling  units  will  be  possible  if  the  subdivision 
is  fully  developed.  Therefore ^ the  Department  of  Highways 
traffic  figures  may  be  somewhat  understated  if  based  upon 
174  units. 


It  would  be  useful  information  if  the  threshold  level  were 
given  for  that  average  daily  traffic  (ADT)  which  would  warrant 
road  widening  or  the  construction  of  a four-lane  highway  in 
the  canyon.  The  Department  of  Higlways  projects  future 
traffic  in  the  canyon  for  1993  as  3^600  vehicles  per  day. 

This  figure  assumes  a 4 percent  annual  growth  in  the  present 
traffic  volume  of  1^240  vehicles  per  day  for  an  increase  to 
2^717  vehicles  by  1993.  The  900  additional  trips  generated 
from  Beaver  Creek  South  are  added  to  2^717  giving  a total  of 
3,617.  If  the  900  figure  is  added  at  the  beginning  of  the  4th 
year  rather  than  at  the  end  of  the  20th  year,  a traffic  volume 
for  1993  is  4,470  rather  than  3,600.  Using  either  a figure 
of  3,600  or  4,470,  the  carrying  capacity  estimated  by  the 
Department  of  Highways  for  the  present  canyon  highway  of  4,500 
vehicles  per  day  is  being  approached.^ 


The  estimates  for  1980  summer  ADT  prior  to  the  advent  of  the 
Beaver  Creek  South  subdivision  is  3,781.^  If  the  additional 
traffic  volume  from  Bearer  Creek  South  of  900  is  added  to 
this  assumed  traffic  flow  it  appears  that  within  10  years, 
summer  traffic  could  exceed  the  present  capacity  of  the  highway! 


^The  Murray -McCormick  Environmental  Group,  Gallatin  Canyon 
Final  Report,  (1972).  p.  180 

^Ibid.  p.  132. 
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Although  we  are  unskilled  in  estimating  future  traffic  flows ^ 
it  would  seem  that  some  discussion  should  be  given  to  the 
adequacy  of  using  a 4 percent  annual  increase  in  traffic 
when  it  seems  possible  to  estimate  the  load  more  exactly 
from  subdivision  activity  underway  or  planned  such  as  was 
done  for  Beaver  Creek  South.  For  example^  the  Draft  EIS 
for  the  Cascade  Subdivision  at  Big  Sky^  September  1973^  states 
that  this  one  subdivision  will  accommodate  363  single  family 
homeSi  multiple  homesites  for  420  families;  and  that  between 
950  and  1^000  condonrinium  units  would  eventually  be  included.^ 

If  Beaver  Creek  South  will  increase  ADT  by  900 ^ it  should  be 
possible  to  estimate  the  increased  ADT  from  this  subdivision 
as  well  as  provide  a seemingly  better  estimate  of  future 
traffic  loads. 

Page  14^  Statement  of  Big  Sky  of  Montana ^ Inc.  This  statement 
supports  the  proposed  development  on  the  assumption  it  will 
help  provide  housing  for  employees  of  Big  Sky  and  other  in- 
dividA-als  employed  by  third  parties  at  Big  Sky.  Yet,  the 
draft  lacks  an  analysis  of  this  statement  and  thereby  leaves 
the  reader  to  accept  the  conclusions  as  presented.  If  this 
statement  remains  in  the  finals  then  the  JIater  Quality  Bureau 
should  address  its  validity. 

^e  have  reservations  whether  the  majority  of  employees  at  Big 

Sky  and  other  associated  workers  could  afford  the  lots  or  housing 

in  this  subdivision.  And,  if  so,  what  will  encourage  them  to 

purchase  in  Beaver  Creek  South  rather  than  in  Big  Sky's  sub- 
divisions or  condominiums?  Obviously,  Beaver  Creek  South  would 
have  to  sell  or  rent  real  estate  more  cheaply,  if  Big  Sky’s 
employees  are  to  prefer  Beaver  Creek  South. 

Page  14,  Alternatives.  Within  this  section  it  is  ncted  that: 

Although  there  would  be  adverse  environmental  effects 
on  wildlife  and,  to  many,  a degradation  of  the  aesthetic 
quality  of  the  area,  no  legislative  mandate  is  in  effect 
which  would  give  legal  justification  for  refusing 
to  grant  subdivision  plat  approval  on  these  grounds. 

This  corment  articulates  a problem  common  to  a number  of  agencies 

which  are  often  obligated  by  law  to  approve  actions  that  may 

have  a significant  environmental  impact.  MEPA  mandates  a broad 
consideration  of  all  impacts  associated  with  certain  actions. 

Yet,  in  that  it  is  necessary  to  operate  within  legislative  guide- 
lines, it  is  not  always  possible  to  avert  certain  impacts  by 
disallowing  an  action. 


^Montana  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Cascade  Subdivision  in  Madison 
County,  Sept.  20,  2973.  p.l. 


13 


The  regular  oocurrenee  of  situations  of  this  nature  would 
suggest  that  new  legislative  guidance  and  direction  is 
appropriate,  A determination  of  the  staters  capacity 
to  serve  the  long-^term  public  interest  cany  in  party 
evolve  from  internal  deliberations.  Among  these  should  be 
an  assessment  of  the  efficacy  of  given  authorities  and  an 
examination  of  the  need  to  propose  certain  statutory  changes. 
Efforts  of  this  nature  on  a continuing  basis  will  hopefully 
enable  the  state  to  maintain  its  resource  values  and  present 
quality  of  life, 

lie  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  upon  this  Draft  EIS 
and  are  hopeful  these  comments  will  be  useful  in  preparing 
the  Final  EIS, 


The  point  is  well  taken  that  some  consideration  is  needed  of 
the  cumulative  impact  of  increasing  subdivision  activity  in 
Gallatin  Canyon  as  incremental  impacts  can  add  up  to  signifi- 
cant impacts.  This  is  something  that  is  necessary  in  all  of 
Montana.  The  Gallatin  Canyon  Study  Team  from  Montana  State 
University  is  addressing  this  problem.  With  funds  from  the 
National  Science  Foundation,  they  are  studying  the  impacts  of 
development  on  the  Gallatin  Canyon  area.  Reports  are  available 
to  the  public. 

There  are  approximately  2,800  acres  in  the  Gallatin  Canyon 
that  have  a high  potential  for  residential  development.  Beaver 
Creek  South  would  occupy  95  acres  of  this  land  or  a little 
over  3 percent. 

The  landowners  association  would  be  comprised  of  the  lot 
owners  and  is  financed  by  an  annual  assessment.  Enforcement 
of  covenants  or  restrictions  is  the  responsibility  of  the 
association.  They  may  bring  an  action  at  law  against  a lot 
owner  for  violations.  The  restrictive  covenants  can  be 
modified  by  an  instrument  signed  by  70  percent  of  the  lot  owners. 

Ar  with  most  covenants,  enforcement  is  most  difficult.  A 

"neighbor  is  reluctant  to  take  another  neighbor  into  court. 
Therefore,  compliance  is  usually  voluntary.  These  covenants 
address  such  problems  as  architectural  control,  hunting 
prohibition,  building  size,  open  space  and  the  like.  These 
could  reduce  the  visual  impacts  to  this  widely  renowned 
scenic  area,  but  they  would  not  eliminate  the  mpact. 

If  Beaver  Creek  South  were  to  hire  a security  agent,  his 
salary  would  be  paid  by  the  property  owners  association 
through  annual  assessments. 


14 


Whether  property  valuations  would  be  sufficient  to  cover 
additional  governmental  services  has  not  been  determined. 

The  Water  Quality  Bureau  did  not  make  this  determination 
for  two  reasons; 

1.  This  has  no  bearing  on  a decision  to  be  made  on  the  pro- 
posed subdivision. 

2.  The  assessed  value  of  property  or  improvements  need  to 
be  estimated  in  order  to  make  some  calculations.  Other 
data  that  would  be  needed  would  be  the  area  of  the  sub- 
division, number  of  lots,  number  of  parcels  with  im- 
provements, number  of  in-state  and  out-of-state  owners, 
number  of  lots  occupied  year-round,  number  enrolled  in 
school,  number  of  registered  voters,  tax  rates,  school 
district  tax  levy,  number  of  children  in  the  district, 
and  the  number  of  taxed  lots  in  the  school  district. 

Some  of  this  information  is  not  readily  available.  How- 
ever, it  can  be  stated  that  the  same  benefit-cost  re- 
lationship does  not  continue  with  increased  development 
of  a subdivision,  A subdivision  may  generate  more 
revenue  than  its  service  cost  at  one  stage  of  develop- 
ment but  may  generate  less  revenue  than  its  service 
costs  (without  a tax  increase)  at  another  stage  of 
development. 

The  Northern  Rockies  Action  Group  has  made  the  following 
statement; 

I am  in  veaeipt  of  a copy  of  the  draft  environmental  impact 
statement  prepared  on  the  Bearer  Creek  South  subdivision 
in  Gallatin  County.  For  a variety  of  reasons , this  en- 
vironmental statement  is  both  premature  and  incomplete. 
i4s  I will  detail  below^  the  inadequacies  of  this  statement 
are  so  substantial  that  I have  no  doubt  that  the  best 
course  to  follow  would  be  the  preparation  of  a new  draft 
environmental  statement  when  the  Department  of  Health  is 
in  fact  ready  to  propose  an  action  or  discuss  in  detail  the 
alternatives  available  to  it. 

In  general^  it  is  not  appropriate  to  include  within  an  en- 
vironmental impact  statement  material  from  individuals  who 
stand  to  profit  a great  deal  from  the  approval  of  the  develop- 
ment. At  leasts  the  Department  of  Health  should  either 
verify,  critique  or  delete  the  material  submitted  by  the 
environmental  consultant.  In  fact,  this  material  represents 
the  bulk  of  the  environmental  statement;  there  is  absolutely 
no  indication  that  the  Department  of  Health  has  done  its  own 
work  on  this  subdivision.  And,  if  as  noted  in  the  environmental 
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statement^  the  waste  water  disposal  is  still  under  review  by 
the  Water  Quality  Bureauj^  there  is  absolutely  no  point  in 
preparing  an  environmental  statement  for  public  review  at 
this  time.  The  purpose  of  an  environmental  impact  state- 
ment is  to  explain  in  detail  an  agency's  proposed  action  and 
to  balance  environmental  and  economic  costs  and  benefits  for 
public  review.  This  is  not  done  in  the  statement  under  dis- 
cussion. 

In  addition^  where  the  Department  does  engage  in  its  own 
analysis 3 the  language  used  is  primarily  canned.  For  example, 
it  is  reasonable  to  assume  without  knowing  anything  besides 
the  location  of  this  development  that  the  impacts  would  "un- 
doubtedly fall  within  the  range  associated  with  the  residential 
use  of  a mountain  valley. " However,  this  kind  of  statement 
does  not  come  close  to  satisfying  the  requirements  of  the 
Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act  and  the  guidelines  prepared 
thereunder.  A rather  rigorous  balancing  analysis  of  costs 
and  benefits  of  residential  use  of  a mountain  valley  should 
be  undertaken.  Absent  this  kind  of  analysis,  the  statement 
is  not  in  compliance. 

The  remarks  presented  by  the  Department  of  Fish  & Game  are 
heartening,  since  they  are  the  primary  independent  comments 
contained  in  this  environmental  statement.  However,  as  noted 
with  the  comments  submitted  by  the  environmental  consultant, 
the  Department  should  verify,  critique  or  delete  the  state- 
ments submitted  even  by  another  state  agency.  Agency  comments 
are  properly  included,  attached  to  the  draft  environmental 
statement,  when  the  final  is  circulated.  However,  where  their 
input  is  to  be  used  in  the  preparation  of  a draft,  it  should  be 
clearly  noted,  and  the  Department  should  conduct  an  evaluation 
of  the  submitted  material.  In  other  words,  the  purpose  of  an 
environmental  impact  statement  goes  far  beyond  merely  full  dis- 
closure. The  Environmental  Policy  Act  was  passed  to  insure 
that  the  agency  not  only  disclosed  information  and  information 
gaps,  but  also  evaluated  the  available  information  and  presented 
the  public  with  a balancing  of  the  costs  and  benefits  of  the 
proposed  agency  action. 

The  comments  above  on  the  material  submitted  by  the  environmental 
consultant  apply  to  the  community  impact  report  which  was  incor- 
porated in  this  draft  impact  statement  without  independent  verifi- 
cation. If  it  has  not  been  ascertained  at  this  time  whether 
the  property  valuation  of  the  proposed  development  would  be 
sufficient  to  pay  for  the  necessary  school  expansion,  then 
there  is  no  point  in  preparing  an  environmental  statement  at 
this  time.  Again,  the  function  of  an  agency  in  preparing  an 
environmental  impact  statement  is  more  than  revealing  information 
gaps  which  could  be  filled  by  the  agency;  absent  the  completion 
of  this  analysis,  the  statement  does  not  fulfill  the  requirements. 
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In  the  section  on  alternatives  to  the  proposed  development^ 
more  evaluation  should  he  supplied.  It  is  not  enough 
merely  to  point  out  that  there  will  he  adverse  env^ron-  ^ 
mental  effects  on  wildlife  and  degradation  of  the  (esthet%c) 
quality  of  the  area,  mat  is  the  balance  of  these  costs 
compared  with  the  benefits  of  the  development?  Do  th^y 
outweigh  the  benefits  of  the  development?  If  they  do, 
then  the  Department  of  Health  should  not  oppose  the 
proposed  subdivision  since  it  is  not  sound  public  policy. 

These  questions  must  be  addressed  in  an  impact  statement, 
even  if,  supposing  the  Department  of  Health  position  is 
correct,  there  is  no  explicit  legislative  mandate  to  make 
environmental  decisions  on  other  grounds.  Regardless  of 
this  departmental  contention,  all  agencies^  are  bound^  ^^77 
make  decisions  that  are  in  fact  good  public  policy  in  all 
cases. 

In  the  section  on  long-term  impacts  of  development,  there 
is  no  way  to  verify  the  statement  that  the  proposed  develop- 
ment would  reduce  the  pressure  for  mobile  home  parks  and 
residential  subdivisions.  One  might  have  assumed  that  the 
pressure  for  other  residential  subdivisions  could^  have  been 
curbed  by  the  Big  Sky  development;  obviously,  this  is  not 
the  case,  without  supporting  evidence,  this  type  of  state- 
ment should  be  deleted. 

To  conclude,  this  draft  environmental  statement  by  the  De- 
partment of  Health  is  premature  and  incomplete.  I cannot 
understand  why  the  Department  felt  it  necessary  to  prepare 
this  impact  statement  at  this  stage  in  the  evaluation  of 
the  proposed  development.  The  results  should  be  in  before 
the  public  is  troubled  with  the  review  of  a statement.  Hope- 
fully, in  the  future,  the  Department  of  Health  will  pursue 
more  evaluation  before  releasing  statements  to  the  public. 
When  this  is  done,  the  Department  might  want  to  consider, 
in  addition  to  the  above  objections,  the  following. 

A Montana  Power  Company  official  was  quoted  as  stating  that 
it  would  be  no  problem  in  supplying  the  needs  of  the 
anticipated  number  of  residents  of  the  Beaver  Creek  South 
subdivision.  Does  this  "no  problem"  mean  that  the  existing 
transmission  lines  are  adequate  to  supply  the  needs  of  this 
development,  or  does  it  mean  that  the  power  company  and 
thereby  the  Department  of  Health  are  banking  on  the  con- 
struction of  the  proposed  161-kv  line  from  Ennis?  A De- 
partment of  Highways  official  is  quoted  saying  that  the 
projected  volume  from  the  Beaver  Creek  South  and  the  Bvg  Sky 
developments  would  not  warrant  construction  of  a 4-lane 
facility  from  the  area.  What  volumes  of  traffic  would 
warrant  construction  of  a 4-lane  facility?  How  many  more 
subdivision  units  could  the  Department  of  Health  approve  in 
the  Gallatin  Canyon  without  warranting  the  construction  of 
such  a 4-lane  road?  Further,  what  are  the  impacts  of  the 
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deserihed  7 1/2  acre  neighborhood  oommevaial  area  at 
the  subdivision? 

How  does  the  De-pajetment  of  Fish  & Game  statement  that  tertiary 
sewage  treatment  should  be  required  fit  with  the  Department  of 
Health  contention  that  secondary  sewage  treatment  would  probably 
be  adequate. 

Again,  the  Department  of  Health  should  prepare  a new  draft 
environmental  impact  statement  that  at  least  gives  the 
public  an  opportunity  to  review  in  some  detail  both  the 
costs  and  the  benefits  of  the  proposed  departmental  action. 
Unless  this  is  done,  the  letter  and  the  spirit  of  the  Montana 
Environmental  Folicy  Act  will  be  circumoented. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 


Dorothy  Bradley  has  made  the  following  comments: 

I am  writing  to  request  a rewriting  of  the  draft  environmental 
impact  statement  for  the  Beaver  Creek  South  development  in 
Gallatin  Canyon, 

I make  this  request  because  it  is  inappropriate  for  the  Depart- 
ment to  use  the  environmental  assessment  of  an  independent 
consultant  without  editing  or  scrutinizing  the  work.  Further- 
more, the  department  should  take  special  caution  in  accepting 
work  from  a firm  which  has  direct  financial  interest  in  the 
development  under  study.  Federal  case  law  under  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  establishes  that  this  is  inappropriate. 

I also  found  the  EIS  to  be  incomplete, 

1.  In  spite  of  a fairly  complete  discussion  on  the  geology  of 
the  area  I think  more  adequate  information  is  needed  on  the 
long  term  water  needs.  Although  producing  wells  have  been 
drilled,  at  what  rate  will  the  aquifer  recharge  itself? 

2.  Information  was  definitely  insufficient  on  the  matter  of 
sewage  disposal.  P.  11  of  the  EIS  states  that  "the  pro- 
posed method  of  wastewater  disposal  is  still  under  review 
by  the  Water  Quality  Bureau. " How  is  the  public  supposed 
to  evaluate  something  on  which  the  agency  has  made  no 
determination?  The  EIS  would  have  it  appear  as  a relatively 
simple  matter,  saying  on  P.  14,  "when  it  is  determined  what 
pond  area  and  dosing  rates  of  wastewater  from  the  sewage 
treatment  would  insure  the  quality  of  ground  and  surface 
waters,  then  the  proposed  development  would  appear  to  meet 
the  concept  criteria  required  ..."  This  conflicts  with 
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another  agency  which  states  on  F,  12  that  "unless  at  least 
tertiary  sewage  treatment  is  planned^  it  is  my  feeling 
that  in  time  water  quality  degradation  will  occur  in  the 
watercourse  in  the  area  even  though  the  seepage  ponds  are 
located  quite  far  away  from  either  stream,  " 

Part  of  the  purpose  of  the  EIS  is  to  present  to  the  public 
information  and  agency  evaluations  regarding  decisions  that 
are  to  he  made.  Information  on  waste  treatment  should 
not  be  skimped.  Agency  conflicts  should  he  cleared  up  or^ 
at  least  analyzed, 

Z,  The  comments  on  F,  12  and  13  are  shallow. 

For  example^  a Montana  Power  Company  representative  is  quoted 
saying  that  supplying  energy  for  Beaver  Creek  South 
residents  will  he  "no  problem, " No  problem  for  whom?  Will 
that  source  of  energy  depend  on  the  proposed  161  kv  line 
from  Ennis  to  Big  ^y?  If  so^  it  is  a problem  for  those  of 
us  who  are  supporting  inclusion  of  Jack  Creek  in  the  Spanish 
Peaks  wilderness  proposal.  No  problem  for  MPC?  I heard 
this  past  winter  from  a MPC  lawyer  in  his  presentation  to 
the  Environmental  Quality  Council ^ that  an  energy  emergency 
would  occur  in  the  summer  of  '75  if  plans  for  power  plants 
in  eastern  Montana  did  not  take  place  rapidly.  He  was  re- 
questing a waiver  of  the  legally  required  time  periods  for 
public  review  of  energy  facilities. 

If  the  problem  of  energy  supply  is  to  TbeJ  mentioned  at  all 
it  should  be  discussed  seriously  and  in  depth, 

4o  P,  13  includes  comments  on  Ophir  School,  I suppose  it  is 
possible  that  Ophir  School's  growth  will  coincide  with 
Beaver  Creek's,  But  accommodating  300  new  students  is  not 
to  be  treated  lightly — especially  considering  the  school 
had  about  10  students  a yean  ago,  300  students  cannot  help 
but  cause  increased  growth  pains.  This  svbyect  demands 
greater  attention^  as  it  is  part  of  a much  larger  question — 
will  the  public  cost  of  the  development  exceed  public  benefit? 

5,  I am  concerned  that  part  of  the  justification  for  Beaver  Creek 
South  is  the  housing  needs  of  its  neighbor ^ Big  Sky,  Will 
such  reasoning  not  lead  to  a proposal  for  a new  housing 
development  to  take  care  of  the  employees  of  Beaver  Creek? 

Againy  because  of  the  inadequacies  of  the  ElSy  and  more  importantly y 
because  it  contains  a suspect  and  unexarrtlned  source  of  informationy 
it  does  not  comply  with  MEPA,  It  should  be  rewritten  and  reissued 
as  a draft  EIS  when  the  Department  has  more  information  and  has 
done  more  evaluation. 


An  environmental  impact  statement  can  be  an  extremely  useful 
guide  and  tool  in  the  decision-making  process.  To  paraphrase 
Richard  D.  Klinger,  staff  counsel  for  the  Environmental 
Quality  Council 

One  of  the  main  purposes  of  the  Environmental 
Toliey  Act  was  to  assure  a reasoned  and  balanced 
judgment  about  the  effects  of  a project  before 
the  project  was  begun.  The  EIS  process y if  in- 
dulged as  a pre-decision  methodology  and  not  as 
a means  of  project  justificationy  can  yield  very 
helpful  and  useful  results , 


At  the  time  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  was  cir- 
culated, no  decision  had  been  reached  by  the  Water  Quality 
Bureau  concerning  the  proposed  Beaver  Creek  South  subdivision. 
If  a decision  had  been  reached,  an  environmental  impact  state- 
ment would  have  just  been  a means  of  justification. 

As  stated  in  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement 

Can-Tex  Industries  ' diffused  air  type  sewage  treat- 
ment units  are  proposed,  BOD  and  suspended  solids 
should  be  reduced  80  to  90  percent  and  fecal  coli- 
forms  reduced  to  200  to  100  milliliterSy  thus 
affording  the  equivalent  of  secondary  treatment , 

Plans  and  specifications  for  these  sewage  treat- 
ment units  are  available  for  inspection  in  the 
Helena  office  of  the  Water  Quality  Bureau,  Waste- 
water  disposal  would  be  through  the  use  of  in- 
filtration ponds. 


For  wastewater  disposal,  two  20,000  square  foot  percolation 
ponds  are  proposed.  The  percolation  area  will  be  topsoiled 
and  planted  to  reed  canary  grass.  In  the  draft  environmental 
impact  statement,  evidence  was  offered  that  demonstrated 
the  success  of  this  system  in  several  parts  of  the  country. 
Therefore,  the  Water  Quality  Bureau  has  given  serious  con- 
sideration to  the  proposed  sewage  disposal  system.  A tertiary 
treatment  plant  was  considered  but  was  deemed  impractical 
for  this  small  of  a residential  development. 


Since  percolation  ponds  have  not  been  used  to  a great  extent 
in  this  part  of  the  country,  any  such  system  would  require 
monitoring  wells  to  ascertain  any  effect  on  groundwater.  Two 
to  the  east  of  the  ponds  and  one  north  of  the  ponds  would  be 
necessary. 


Followin^^^^ 
and  tfeaCTent 


^*'*a'*'  sufrtihary'  o-f the 
sy4f?emt 


stewater  collection 


INITIAL 

ULTIMATE 

Population 

150 

700 

Plant  Flows 

(a) 

Average  daily  flow 

15,000  gpd 

70,000 

gpd 

(b) 

Peak  flow 

40  gpm 

125 

gpm 

Sewage  Quality 

mg/1  Ibs/day 

mg/1 

Ibs/day 

(a) 

Raw  sewage  BOD 

200  26 

200 

120 

(b) 

Raw  sewage  SS 

250  31 

250 

145 

Design  Efficiency  - Treatment  Plant 

(a) 

Effluent  BOD  to 

percolation  ponds 

15-25  3 

15-25 

14 

(b) 

Effluent  SS  to 

percolation  ponds 

20-30  4 

20-30 

17 

Extended  Aeration  Plant  Components 

(a) 

Design  flow 

15,000  gpd 

70,000 

gpd 

(b) 

Aeration  tank 

15,012  gal. 

70,000 

gal . 

(c) 

Aeration  tank 

detention  time 

24  hrs. 

24 

hrs . 

(d) 

Air  capacity 

52.2  CFM 

270 

CFM 

(e) 

Blower 

3 HP 

one  at  3 

HP 

one  at  5 

HP 

(f) 

Clarifier  volume 

2,872  gal. 

11,700 

gal. 

(g) 

Clarifier  detention 

time 

4.6  hrs. 

4 

hrs. 

(h) 

Clarifier  surface 

loading  rate 

237  gal/ft2 

256 

gal/ft^ 

(i) 

Clarifier  weir  overflow 

rate 

1,579  gal/L.F. 

2,080 

gal/L.F. 

(j) 

Aerobic  digester 

3,393  gal. 

16,000 

gal. 

(k) 

Aerobic  digester-cu. f t./ 

capita 

3.05 

3.05 

(1) 

Chlorine  tank 

392  gal. 

2,000 

gal. 

(m) 

Chlorine  tank  detention 

time 

37.7  min. 

40 

min. 

(n) 

Gas  chlorinator 

capacity 

100  Ib/day 

Max.  100 

Ib/day  Max 

Percolation  Ponds 

(a) 

Number  of  ponds 

2 

2 

(b) 

Bottom  area,  each  pond  20,000  sq.  ft 

20,000 

sq.  ft. 

(c) 

Dosing  rate  (average) 

0.375  gal./ft^/day  1.75 

gal,/ft2/d 

21 


Alternatives  Available  to  this  Department 


1.  Approve  the  subdivision  plat  as  submitted.  From  the  data 
submitted,  the  department  gave  serious  consideration  to 
this  alternative.  Adequate  evidence  that  a water  supply 
is  available  has  been  given.  Approved  solid  waste 
facilities  are  available.  The  sewage  treatment  system 

is  acceptable.  The  wastewater  disposal  system  is  an 
experimental  method  for  the  climatic  and  geographic 
setting  of  Gallatin  Canyon.  Therefore,  a blanket 
approval  would  be  premature. 

2.  Approve  the  initial  phase  of  Beaver  Creek  South  and  base 
further  action  on  operation  of  the  wastewater  disposal 
system.  Serious  consideration  was  given  to  this 
alternative  and  exercise  of  this  alternative  can  be 
justified  in  light  of  concept  criteria  required  by  MAC 
16-2.14(10)-S14340,  Section  69-5001  through  69-5005,  R.C.M. 
1947,  and  Section  69-4801  through  69-4827,  R.C.M.  1947. 

The  system  would  have  to  be  monitored.  If  the  evidence 
indicated  there  was  forthcoming  degradation  of  groundwater, 
the  percolation  ponds  would  be  expanded.  Five  acres  are 
available  for  this  purpose.  Dosing  rates  (average) 

could  be  reduced  to  approximately  0.075  gallon  per  square 
foot  per  day. 

3.  Refuse  to  approve  the  subdivision  plat  under  any  conditions. 
From  the  evidence  submitted,  the  department  could  not 
justify  the  exercise  of  this  alternative. 


This  statement  was  prepared  by  Alfred  P.  Keppner,  B.S.F.,  M.S., 
Soils  Scientist,  with  information  furnished  by  Brelsford  and 
Associates,  Morrison-Maierle,  Inc.,  Montana  Department  of  High- 
ways, Montana  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  and  others  designated 
therein. 


22 


Deoartmentof  Heolthand  Envfcnmentol  Sciences 


r 

'stats  of  SVlOf^JTAfsJ  a Helena, Montana  596oi 

Sfn.L  DOCi 


SEP  2 6 >9^3 


September  20.  1973 


flonorable  Tliomas  Judge,  Governor,  State  of  Montana  MONTANA  STATE  LIBRARY/. 

Ric  Graetz,  Box  S94,  Helena 

Doris  Milner,  Montana  Wilderness  Association,  Route  1,  Box  1410,  Hamilton 

Perry  Nelson,  Gallatin  Sportsmen's  Association,  526  No.  Bozeman  Ave. , Bozeman 

Don  Aldrich,  Montana  Wildlife  Federation,  410  Woodworth  Avenue,  Missoula 

James  Goetz,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 

Bozeman  Chronicle,  Bozeman 

Ron  Schleyer,  Billings  Gazette,  Billings 

U.  S.  Forest  Service,  Northern  Region,  Federal  Building,  Missoula 

Dr.  James  Jezeski,  Department  of  Microbiology,  MSU,  Bozem.an 

Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Virginia  City 

City-County  Planning  Office,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

County  Planning  Office,  Courthouse,  Virginia  City 

Gallatin  County  Health  Department,  Box  639,  Bozeman 

Gene  Wilkins,  M.D. , Co.  Health  Officer,  Ennis 

Chris  Kraft,  Sanitarian,  Courthouse,  Dillon 

Charles  Bradley,  1105  South  Tracy,  Bozeman 

Fletcher  Newby,  Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena 

J.  David  Penwell,  Big  Sky 

Dennis  Fisher,  Big  Sky 

Dorothy  Bradley,  Route  3,  Box  114,  Bozeman 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Helena 

DeparDnent  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning,  Helena 

Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Cons ewat ion,  Helena 

Department  of  State  Lands,  Helena 

Montana  Highway  Department,  Helena 

Montana  State  Library,  Helena 


Gentlemen: 

'Ilie  attached  environmental  impact  statement  has  been  prepared  for  your 
consideration  under  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act.  Vie  will  accept 
comments  and  questions  about  this  development  for  a 30 -day  period 
folloTving  the  date  of  publication.  A 15-day  extension  of  the  comment 
period  may  be  granted  if  there  is  sufficient  reason. 


All  correspondence  should  be  addressed  to  the  undersigned. 

Sincerely, 


N 


Daniel  Vichorek 
Technical  Writer 


cc : Ben  Wake 


MONTAM  STATE  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH 
AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIEiNCEE 


September  20,  1973 


DRAFT  ENVIROI^ENTAL  IMPACT  STATBENT 
for 

C^XSCADE  SUBDIVISION  IN  MADISON  COUNTY 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69-5604 (b) (3) ; 
and  the  act  controlling  both  public  and  private  vv'ater  supply  and  sewage 
disposal  for  subdivisions;  and  the  act  to  control  water  pollution,  the 
following  statement  was  prepared  by  the  Environmental  Sciences  Division  of 
the  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  for  the  above 
subdivision,  the  developers  of  which  have  requested  removal  of  the  sani- 
tary restrictions.  State  law  requires  that  the  sanitary  restrictions  be 
removed  before  erection  of  any  building  requiring  facilities  for  the 
supply  of  water  or  the  deposition  of  sewage. 

Location 


This  development  would  encompass  all  of  section  19  and  portions  of  sections 
29  and  30,  township  6 south,  range  3 east,  Madison  County  as  shown  on  the 
attached  map.  It  is  part  of  the  total  Big  Sky  of  Montana  development. 

Description  of  the  proposed  development 

The  developers.  Big  Sky  of  Montana,  Inc.,  would  divide  707.86  acres  into 
363  lots  for  single  family  homes  and  12  multiple  homesite  areas  to 
accommodate  a total  of  420  families.  Between  950  and  1,000  condominirm 
units  also  would  eventually  be  included.  Approximately  20  percent  of 
the  area,  142.191  acres,  would  be  open  space.  The  Madison  County 
Commissioners  waived  the  requirement  that  land  be  dedicated  for  public 
park  or  that  pa>mient  be  made  in  lieu  thereof. 

Tliree  existing  eight -inch  diameter  wells  would  furnish  500  gallons  per 
minute  of  water  for  the  subdivision  and  the  Mountain  Village  commercial 
core,  which  will  be  located  just  south  of  the  main  portion  of  the 
proposed  subdivision  in  section  30.  Water  from  the  wells  wnuld  be 
chlorinated  and  stored  in  a 500,000  gallon  tank. 

A sewer  line  now  under  construction  vrauld  carty  sex'/age  from  the  Mountain 
Village  and  Cascade  Subdivision  to  the  tertiary^  treatment  ponds  in 
Meadow  Village.  Effluent  from  these  ponds  is  spray  irrigated  on  the 
nearby  golf  course.  There  is  no  discharge  to  any  stream.  Tlie  ponds 
are  sealed  to  protect  the  groundx'/ater . 

An  extensive  array  of  restrictive  covenants  noxv'  in  effect  on  the  rest 
of  the  Big  Sky  development  would  apply  to  the  Cascade  Subdivision.  The 
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covenants  provide  in  part  as  £ollov;s;  Each  oivner  or  lessee  shall  provide 
suitable  receptacles  for  the  containment  and  collection  of  trash  and 
garbage,  \'.hich  must  be  enclosed  or  screened  or  otherwise  unexposed  to 
public  view.  Animals  are  permitted  in  the  subdivision  only  so  long  as 
they  do  not  constitute  a nuisance  to  others. 

No  existing  tree  may  be  cut,  removed,  or  voluntarily  destroyed  by  any 
party  including  property  Ovvners,  ivithout  obtaining  the  prior  witten 
approval  of  the  architectural  committee.  Such  removal  must  be  for 
aesthetic  purposes,  to  promote  safety,  to  facilitate  construction,  or  as 
part  of  a landscape  plan. 

All  utility  lines  would  be  underground. 

The  covenants  specifically  note  that  fireplaces  would  be  allowed.  Each 
dwelling  unit  must  include  not  less  than  1,500  square  feet  of  living 
space,  exclusive  of  open  porches,  patios,  carports,  garages  or  basements. 
Condominium  units  would  be  smaller,  and  probably  would  average  about 
1,000  square  feet  each. 

Electric  heating  v/ill  be  required  by  the  architectural  committee,  according 
to  the  Big  Sky  officials.  Fire  protection  for  the  subdivision  would  be 
provided  by  a volunteer  fire  department.  The  fire  departeient  now  serving 
Meadow  Village  in  the  Big  Sky  development  has  25  men  and  a pumper  truck. 
Another  unit  in  the  Mountain  Village  would  be  similarly  equipped.  Water 
could  be  pumped  from  the  water  storage  tank  or  fram  the  11- acre  man-made 
lake  which  is  to  result  from  a dam  just  south  of  the  subdivision.  All 
structures  must  conform  with  the  Uniform  Building  Code  of  the  Inter- 
national Conference  of  Building  Officials,  the  National  Plumbing  Code,  and 
the  National  Electrical  Code. 

The  Big  Sky  development  is  recognized  as  a seismically  active  area  and  is 
placed  in  earthquake  zone  1 under  the  Uniform  Building  Code.  All  buildings 
must  be  built  to  withstand  the  most  serious  earthquake  expected  in  zone 
1 areas. 

The  area  of  the  subdivision  is  not  under  any  potential  avalanche  sites. 

Road  surface  would  be  gravel  during  the  initial  stages,  with  backtop 
later  on.  Existing  drainage  courses  would  be  continued  under  roads 
with  culverts. 

Culverts  through  fill  sections  would  be  used  vviiere  small  creeks  must  be 
crossed  by  roads. 

Roads  in  tlie  subdivision  would  be  kept  open  in  winter  by  Big  Sky  until 
some  other  agency  took  the  responsiblity . 

Big  Sky  projections  indicate  building  would  be  complete  in  the  subdivision 
\vithin  five  to  ten  years. 
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Topography  and  soils 

This  property  is  mostly  on  a slope  of  approximately  10  percent,  facing 
south.  Somewhat  more  than  half  of  section  19  wns  clear-cut  before  it  was 
acquired  by  Big  Sky.  All  slash  has  been  cleaned  from  this  clear-cut 
area,  but  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  second-growth  trees.  hTiere  there 
are  no  trees,  the  ground  cover  is  low  alpine  grasses.  The  remaining 
blocks  of  timber  are  mostly  very  dense  lodgepole  pine  with  some  spruce 
and  fir. 

There  are  between  six  inches  and  two  feet  of  topsoil  in  the  area,  under- 
lain by  glacial  gravel.  Permeability  is  high.  Several  small  creeks  run 
through  the  property. 

Impact  of  the  proposed  development 

It  is  difficult  to  separate  the  impacts  of  this  subdivision  from  those 
created  by  the  total  Big  Sky  project.  It  appears  that  the  potential 
for  water  pollution  would  be  nil  if  the  proposed  water  and  sewer  systems 
were  installed  and  maintained  properly.  The  only  air  pollution  potential 
would  result  from  fireplaces,  smoke  from  which  would  be  a minor  problem, 
inoffensive  to  the  residents.  Tliere  would  be  some  dust  during  the  early 
stages  of  the  project  when  tlie  roads  were  gravel  sui'faced  and  I'/hile  con- 
struction was  in  progress  on  the  building  sites. 

Less  predictable  are  the  impacts  likely  to  result  as  the  expanding  popu- 
lation of  Big  Sky  increases  the  recreational  pressure  on  the  adjacent 
Spanish  Peaks  primitive  area.  A spokesman  for  the  Forest  Service  said 
that  the  adjacent  primitive  area  is  not  over  used,  but  restrictions  may 
be  necessary  in  the  next  few  years  to  prevent  over  use.  The  environm.ental 
impact  statement  prepared  by  the  Forest  Service  on  the  land  exchange  with 
Burlington  Northern  said  that  such  restrictions  would  be  necessary  regard- 
less of  whether  the  exchanges  went  through,  and  thus,  regardless  of  whether 
Big  Sky  continued  to  develop. 

The  potential  for  increased  impact  on  the  primitive  area  to  result  from 
this  subdivision,  therefore,  appears  impossible  to  pin  down.  There  would 
probably  be  a substantial  increase  in  primitive  area  use  however. 

Another  question  regards  the  extent  to  ivhich  game  use  the  area  that  would 
be  occupied  by  the  subdivision.  In  the  Forest  Service  impact  statement 
cited  above,  a letter  from  the  State  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  said 
Big  Sky  "contains  no  critical  mnter  range  that  w'e  are  aware  of."  Summer 
range  appears  to  be  another  matter  however.  Dr.  Harold  D.  Picton  of 
Montana  State  University  in  his  paper,  Human-Wildlife  Interactions  in  the 
West  Gallatin  Area,  Montana,  said,  "An  estimated  42%  of  the  sinniner  range 
has  already,  or  will  soon,  suffer  degradation  as  elk  habitat  because  of 
development  and  use."  A map  included  in  Dr.  Picton 's  study  indicates  a 
portion  of  the  proposed  subdivision  is  included  in  the  summer  range  area. 

Miether  construction  of  the  controversial  road  is  proposed  to  connect 
Big  Sky  with  Lnnis  ivould  result  froim  the  presence  of  the 
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subdivision  is  ijnpossibie  to  say,  altliough  an  expanding  population 
near  Mountain  Village  would  seem  to  encourage  such  a road. 

Dr,  Picton  estimates  that  construction  of  the  road  over  the  Jack  Creek 
route  probably  v/ould  eliminate  elk  use  on  20  sections  of  land.  Use  of 
the  Cedar  Creek  route  probably  would  eliminate  45  sections  as  elk  range 
(according  to  Picton) . 

The  Fish  and  Game  Department  tentatively  agrees  with  Dr.  Picton 's  assess- 
ment as  noted  in  the  attached  letter. 

It  seems  safe  to  say  that  some  impact  on  \-;ildlife  would  result  from 
approval  of  the  subdivision,  although  the  extent  of  the  impact  would  be 
impossible  to  determine  with  certainty. 

Another  potential  source  of  impacts  is  the  Big  Sky  policy  requiring 
electrical  heat  in  the  subdivision.  Big  Sky  officials  said  they 
required  electric  heat  because  it  was  recommended  by  the  Montana  Power 
Company  and  because  the  use  of  electrical  heat  would  eliminate  visual 
impacts  that  otherwise  could  results  from  the  installation  of  oil  or 
propane  tanks. 

Electrical  heat,  on  the  other  hand,  would  distribute  its  impacts  else- 
where. Already,  for  example,  the  expansion  of  the  Big  Sky  project 
has  caused  the  Montana  Power  Company  to  extend  a nev\f  69  kv  power  line 
up  the  Gallatin  valley  from  near  Bozeman.  According  to  Montana  Power 
Company  spokesmen,  the  nei*/  line  can  deliver  seven  megawatts  to  the 
upper  Gallatin  area.  The  same  spokesmen  said  that  in  1970,  Big  Sky 
was  expected  to  have  a dmand  of  10  mw  by  1975.  This  demand  has  been 
delayed  by  the  various  delays  in  the  development  of  the  project. 
Nevertheless,  Montana  Power  figures  show  tliat  another  new  power  line 
will  be  required  to  supply  the  area  before  long.  The  route  of  this 
line  has  not  yet  been  determined  according  to  the  company. 

The  restrictive  covenants  require  that  each  family  home  have  at  least 
1,500  square  feet  of  floor  space,  and  the  condominium,  up  to  1,000, 
would  have  about  1,000  square  feet  each.  Montana  Power  estimates  that 
it  takes  from  10  to  14  x\/atts  per  square  foot  for  heating.  Assming 
it  takes  10  watts  per  square  foot,  it  would  then  require  approximately 
16  mw  for  heating  alone  in  the  subdivision  ufien  it  was  completed. 

As  recently  as  January  1973,  a Montana  Power  Company  executive  vice- 
president  testifed  to  the  Board  of  Health  that  his  company  did  not 
advertise  electric  heat  because  "It’s  just  not  practical  in  Montana." 

Montana  Power  spokesmen  said  they  did  not  advocate  electrical  heat  to  the 
Big  Sky  developers,  although  they  thought  it  would  be  competitive  with 
oil  on  a cost  basis.  In  the  past,  they  said  they  have  not  boosted 
electrical  heat  because  they  have  not  had  the  power  to  spare.  As  of 
January,  Montana  Power  figures  showed  only  1,483  homes  in  the  company's 
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service  area  were  heated  electrically.  Presujnably,  power  company  officials 
will  come  to  look  more  favorably  upon  electrical  lieat  as  the  additional 
generating  capacity  at  Colstrip  comes  on  line. 

It  should  be  empliasized  that  not  all  impacts  of  the  development  v/ould 
be  negative. 

The  most  obvious  favorable  impact  would  be  the  increased  tax  base  for 
Madison  County.  Rough  estimates  furnished  by  Big  Sky  indicate  that  the 
land  now  brings  Madison  County  about  $20,000  per  year,  compared  to 
approximately  $800,000  when  building  is  complete. 

A further  bonus  would  result  from  the  substantial  amount  of  constiiiction 
work  that  would  ensue  in  the  subdivision. 

Alternatives  available  to  this  department 


If  necessary,  alterations  of  the  water  or  sewer  system  could  be  required. 
No  major  changes  seem,  necessary  as  the  water  and  sewer  systems  appear  to 
meet  all  state  regulations.  Further,  the  tertiary  sewage  treatment 
system  should  allow  the  development  to  operate  at  full  capacity  with  no 
degradation  of  ground  or  surface  water. 

Short -term/ Long -teim  comparisons 

There  is  a philosophical  difference  in  Montana  over  whether  second  homes 
and  recreational  subdivisions  are  in  the  best  interest  of  tlie  environment. 

One  side  argues  that  the  use  of  land  and  building  materials  for  second 
homes  is  shamefully  wasteful  and  should  not  be  allowed.  The  other  point 
of  view  holds  that  tax  and  j ob'^producing  resorts  such  as  Big  Sky  and  its 
appurtenant  subdivisions  are  at  least  a partial  solution  to  the  old 
problem  of  how  to  get  Montana  out  of  its  economic  doldrums  without 
demolishing  its  physical  environment. 

It  is  certain  that  the  land  proposed  for  development  would  produce  far 
more  revenue  as  a subdivision  than  as  timber  land  that  could  only  be 
harvested  once  per  hundred  years. 

Irreversible  commitment  of  resources 


Some  non-recyclable  materials  would  be  used  in  construction.  The  coal 
used  in  generating  power  for  electrical  heat  is  both  non-recyclable 
and  non - renewab 1 e . 

Comments 


As  required  by  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  this  statement  is 
being  circulated  among  interested  agencies  and  individuals  for  their 
comments.  Beginning  with  the  publication  date  listed  on  this  statement, 
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there  is  a SO-day  waiting  period  during  which  comments  will  be  accepted. 

A 15-day  extension  may  be  granted  if  there  is  sufficient  reason. 

If  there  is  substantial  negative  comment,  a final  impact  statement  must 
be  prepared  no  sooner  than  30  days  after  publication  of  the  draft.  No 
action  could  be  taken  within  30  days  following  publication  of  the 
final. 

If  no  substantial  comment  is  received  and  no  final  is  required,  there  is 
still  a minimum  60-day  waiting  period  following  publication  of  the  draft 
statement,  during  v/hich  the  state  may  not  take  action.  However,  the 
Environmental  Quality  Council  may  waive  a portion  of  the  60 -day  period 
if  significant  negative  comment  does  not  result  from  publication  of 
the  draft  statement. 

Although  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  this  department  to 
assess  all  impacts  that  could  result  from  a development,  only  the 
inadequacy  of  sewage  or  water  supply  facilities  are  grounds  for 
rejection  of  the  plan. 


This  statement  was  prepared  by  Daniel  Vichorek,  Technical  Writer,  with 
information  fumished  by  Art  Clarkson,  P.E.,  Water  Quality  Bureau;  Big 
Sky  of  Montana,  Inc. ; the  U.  S.  Forest  Service;  the  State  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game;  Dr.  Harold  G.  Picton;  the  Gallatin  Canyon  Study  Team; 
the  Murray-McCormick Environmental  Group;  Morrison-Maierle,  Inc.;  and 
the  Montana  Power  Company. 
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Helena^  Montana  59601 
May  7,  1973 


Mr,  Dan  Vichorek  " *■ 

Technical  Writer  . ■ 

Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 
Helena^  Montana  596OI 

Dear  Dan: 

I have  received  and  studied  your  letter  of  April  26  regarding  the  ehvlro^ental 
impact  assessment  of  the  Big  Sky  project.  As  I mentioned  on  *“!  f ^tlt- 

merit  Quoted  in  your  letter  which  was  contained  in  a previous  leo  _ ^ 

ment  to  the  i'orLt  Service  has  lost  much  of  its  original  meaning,  and  certainly  most, 

if  not  all,  of  its  intent. 

Kow  that  ue  can  see  what  Big  Slcy  has  become,  “'iPlsJVPy y^teiyte  dsvelo^ent, 
land  exchanges,  and  programs  to  construct  bnghways  inuo  tne  I'ladison  drai  g , 
certainly  would  have  to  alter  our  assessment. 

While  at  no  time  did  this  department  oppose  Big  Slcy  development,  we  have 
frequently  spoken  out  against  other  things  that  have  attended  i , an  in  a 
our  opinions  had  little  if  any  impact, 

I also  believe  that  the  statement  made  by  Dr.  Harold  Picton  in  bns  paper, 
'■Human-Wildlife  Interactions  in  the  Vlesc  Gallatih  Area,  Montana,"  as  essentially 
correct. 

In  regard  to  the  proposed  fish  hatchery,  we  certainly  have  m objection  to 
that  particular  project  if  the  fish  are  going  uo  be  used  on  ^ ^ 

fact,  I believe  such  a facility  would  help  insure  continued  high  quality  uate 
maintenance.  However,  before  Big  Sky  planted  any  fish  “ ^ 

would  have  to  come  to  some  sort  of  an  agreed  program  for  fish  stooxin„^  with  th_s^  ^ 
department.  I do  not  believe  tliis  would  be  too  duriouiu  uo  accomplish. 
interest  would  be  in  protecting  native  fph  strains,  bo tn  gey tioally  end  from 
adverse  competition  from  large  introductions  ox  hatchery  is  i. 

The  biggest  problem  we  are  experiencing  with  the  Big  Slcy  development  Itylf 
appears  to  be  their  unwillingness  to  tamper  their  projyt  so 

askeiated  resources  might  be  protected.  In  exyple  y this  y “Py^^^yn 

to  expanding  the  Spanish  Peaks  wilderness  ai-ea  to  include  portions  of  the  s 
Greek  drainage.  The  only  purpose  for  this  opposition  would  be  a des-re  to  put 
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^ M Rtvp'’  to  the  Madison  River  through  Big  Slcy  and  Jack 

tr„f  vrilderness  values  of  the  Spauish  Pealcs  area  are 

very  heavily  used  and  in  need  of  prorecoion. 

I an  enclosing  for  your  revieu  some  additional  correspondence  that  you  may 
find  of  interest. 


Siiicei-el^  J 
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A Mm  A.  POSMITZ,  aADMBIISTMTOR^'--^ 
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REPLY  TO: 


1940  Envi roniT^ental  Statements 


SUBJECT: 

Data  for  Environmental 


Impact  Statement 


tr 


TO: 

Daniel  Vichorek 

Department  of  lisalth  and  Environmental  Sciences 
State  of  Montana 
Helena,  MT  59601 


My  teplj'  in  order  of  yonrqnesii ons . 

The  Forest  Service  has  the  authority  and  responsibility  to  control  use 
of  primitive  areas  to  the  extent  necessary  to  protect  the  primitive  area. 

I believe  that  current  management  v/hich  v/ill  include  permits  for  overnight 
horse  parties  this  summer  and  very  possibly  permits  for  all  primitive  area 
visitors  in  1975  or  1576  is  adequate  for  the  next  few  years.  As  use 
increases  and  poses  the  threat  of  damage,  further  restrictions  may  be 
necessary.  Areas  adjacent  to  Big  Sky  are  not  over  used.  (I'm  not  sure  if 
you  mean  primitive  area  in  your  question,  but  in  either  case,  it  applies). 

The  classification  of  the  Spanish  Peaks  Primitive  Area  as  Wilderness  is 
presently  before  Congress.  The  continued  development  of  Biq  Sky  v/ill  not 
affect  the  classification  proposed  by  the  Forest  Service.  Hov/ever,  some 
individuals  and  organizations  favor  the  addition  of  the  Jack  Creek  drainane 
to  the  Forest  Service  Wilderness  proposal.  Senator  Metcalf  introduced  such 
a bill  in  the  1972  Congress.  If  Jack  Creek  drainage  v/ere  classified  as 
Wilderness,  then  a highway  could  not  be  built  in  that  area  to  serve  Big 
Sky.  The  State  Highway  Department  should  be  able  to  provide  information 
on  alternate  routes  to  the  west. 

Big  Sky's  public  position  is  that  a highway  to  the  v'est  is  not  necessary 
to  their  development.  Murray-McCormi ck ' s Gallatin  Canyon  Plan  shows  a 
schematic  location  and  provides  some  discussion  of  need.  Many  Madison 
County  residents  desire  such  a highv'ay.  If  the  people  of  the  United  States 
desire  a highway  in  Jack  Creek  it  cannot  be  classified  as  Wilderness  and 
vice  versa,  fov-  u-jj-id  of  non-Wi  1 derness  develupmsti L tends  to 

inhibit  Wilderness  Classification. 

The  Forest  Service  FIS  on  big  game  was  based  on  State  Department  of  Fish 
and  Game  information.  Dr.  Pictin  has  been  making  a recent  detailed  study. 
You  should  consult  with  each  for  your  information.  The  information  you_ 
included  in  your  question  do  not  necessarily  conflict.  The  Forest  Service 
FIS  quotes  Montana  Fish  and  Game  that  the  development  area  "contains  no 
critical  winter  range  areas  that  we  are  aware  of."  Previous  to  that  we 
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pointed  out  that  the  Big  Sky  development  v/ould  affect  wildlife.  I 
have  only  a sumniary  of  Dr.  Pictin's  work  and  do  not  wisfi  to  argue  its 
validity.  His  is  the  most  detailed  study  of  the  area  to  date,  ills 
conclusions  you  refer  to  are  prefaced  by  words  such  as  "most  likely" 
and  "indicate"  Elk  are  only  one  of  several  possible  effects  on  biqhorfi 
sheep  that  he  discusses.  His  work  is  a good  start  toward  long  term 
scientific  evaluation  of  the  big  game  situation  in  the  West  Fork  but 
is  too  short  term  to  base  conclusions  on.  I should  also  point  out  that 
later  in  the  report  Dr.  Pictin  says,  "It  should  be  noted  that  the 
Spanish  Peaks  Primitive  Area  does  not  contain  vn'ntpr  range."  This 
conflicts  with  his  point  about  elk  - bighorn  sheep  conflict.  Have  I 
confused  you  enough?  I feel  more  information  is  needed  for  a sound 
concl usi on . 

If  I can  be  of  further  help,  please  let  me  know. 

'•'V'i  A I-  i 
ROBERT  M.  CRON 
District  Ranger 


STATE  DOCUMENTS 


Department  of  hlealthand  Erwronmental  Sciences 

'state  op  moimtaim  a HELENA,  MONTANA  59601 
KALISPELL  REGIONAL  OFFICE-Box  1031 -Kal  ispell  , MT  5^901  lohnS  Ande,sonM  d 


August  22,  OU4 

SEP  6 1974 


COPIES  TO: 


Barnaby  Lake  Company,  Box  93,  Eureka,  '•IT 

Environmental  'Quality  Council,  Mr.  J.  '•J . Reuss,  Box  215  Capitol  Station,  Helena 
Montana  Fish  & Game  Dept.  Attn:  Mr.  Jim  Posewitz,  Mitchell  Bldg.  Helena 
State  Dept,  of  Health  & Env.  Sciences,  Water  Quality  Bureau,  Attn:  Mr.  Art  Clarkson 
Helena 

Montana  State  Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Div.  of  Planning  & Economi': 

Development,  Capitol  Station,  Helena 
Montana  State  Library,  930  E.  Lyndale  Ave . Helena 

Mr.  Ben  Wake,  Administrator,  Environmental  Sciences  Division,  Helena 

USDA  Forest  Service,  District  Ranger,  Murphy  Lake  Ranger  Station,  Fortine 

Lincoln  County  Board  of  Commissioners , Courthouse , Libby 

Lincoln  County  Sanitarian,  Mr.  T.  S.  Schultz,  Libby 

Mr.  WavTie  Herman,  President  Flathead  Wildlife,  Box  4 Kal  ispell 

Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212,  Venture  Center,  Missoula 

Tobacco  Vall^  Improvement  Association,  7,  Mrs.  Schroeder,  Box  358  Eureka 

Tobacco  Valley  Rod  and  Gun  Club,  Eureka 

Trout  Unlimited,  Box  858,  Kalispell 

Mr.  R.  Titchbourne,  7,  Postoffice,  Fortine 

Fortine  Public  Schools  % Postoffice,  Fortine 

Mr.  Dean  F.  Marquardt,  P.E., 

Sentlemen : 

The  enclosed  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  represents  the  decision  of 
this  Department  concerning  the  proposed  Barnaby  Lake  Properties,  Subdivision 
Number  1 and  2 in  Lincoln  County,  Montana. 

You  have  previously  received  a copy  of  a Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
which  was  written  January  28,  1974. 

Sincerely, 

..  V.  . 

V Wilb>?fN0  ^^A  ikln  , . E . 

' -Pu^ic  Health  Engineer 

Environmental  Sciences  Division 
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FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


FOR 

BARNABY  LATE  PROPERTIES.  NUMBER  ONE  AND  NUMBER  TWO 
A Proposed  Subdivision  Development  in  Lincoln  County,  Montana 


pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69-6504  (b)  (3), 
the  act  controlling  both  public  and  private  water  supply  and  sewage  disposal 
for  subdivision.  Section  69-5001;  and  the  act  to  control  water  pollution, 

Section  69-4801  to  4827;  the  following  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
is  prepared  hv  the  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences, 
Environmental  Sciences  Division,  concerning  the  proposed  Barnaby  Lake  Properties 
Subdivisions  Number  1 and  2.  located  3.5  miles  west  of  Fortine  in  Lincoln 
County,  Montana. 

DESCRTI’IION  OF  PROJECT  AND  PROPOSED  ACTION 

As  previously  outlined  in  the  Barnaby  Lake  Subdivision  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  of  January  28,  1974,  the  Montana  State  Department  of  Health 
has  received  a request  for  approval  of  a Lincoln  County  subdivision  project 
encompassing  42  lots  on  140  acres. 

The  project  is  to  be  platted  and  filed  as  two  separate  entities;  Number  1 
includes  19  lots  on  1 5 acres  all  of  which  have  100  to  120  feet  of  frontage 
along  Barnaby  Lake,  and  Number  2 which  shows  23  lots  on  125  acres  of  rolling 
foothill  forest  land  in  that  area  contingent  to  and  directly  behind  the 
Number  1 subdivision. 

The  owner-developer  is  the  Barnaby  Lake  Company  of  Eureka,  Montana;  D.  K. 

Marquardt  Civil  Engineer  and  Land  Surveyor  completed  the  surveying  and  engineering 
portions  of  the  project. 

An  elapsed  time  of  approximately  200  days  has  been  recorded  since  the  Draft 
Statement  was  issued;  all  final  comments  have  been  received  and  environmental 
problems  under  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Department  have  been  resolved.  An 
evaluation  by  the  County  Commissioners,  acting  in  the  absence  of  an  official 
planning  agency  has  been  recorded  and  the  written  approval  by  the  Lincoln 
Jounty  Sanitarian  has  been  received.  Copies  of  pertinent  statements  regarding 
this  proiect  have  been  attached  to  this  report  for  your  review. 

SITIMARY 

llie  one  serious  consideration  which  emerged  from  this  proposal  was  the  question 
of  lot  density  in  the  area  along  the  Barnaby  Lake  shoreline.  This  involved 
virtually  all  lots  in  the  Number  1 Subdivision,  and  further  soil  investigation 
became  necessary  to  verify  that  a minimum  20,000  ft^  of  usabl>^  space  existed 
on  each  lot.  The  Lincoln  County  Sanitarian  (Mr.  Terrance  Schultz)  was  extremely 
helpful  in  validating  the  premise  that  this  amount  of  space,  along  with  an 
adequate  building  site,  did  exist  on  each  platted  lot.  In  particular,  the  planned 
access  road  was  rerouted  inland  approximately  thirty  feet  to  accomodate  the 
required  enlargements. 
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Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Barnaby  Lake  Properties-Number  1 and  2 


August  22,  1974 
Page  Two 


Other  changes  or  additions  made  by  the  developer  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
the  County  and/or  other  interested  agencies  included: 

1.  The  recording  of  a comprehensive  set  of  protective  covenants.  This 
document  is  comprised  of  13  pages  the  first  part  of  which  deals  with 
conrnon  property  and  the  Homeowners  Association  (including  the  water 
system)  with  the  second  part  dealing  with  environmental  considerations. 

A paraphrase  of  Part  II  can  be  shown  here  as  : 

(a)  All  lots  except  common  properties  shall  be  designated  for  single 
family  residential  use. 

(b)  Minimum  size  of  residence  shall  be  600  ft^  and  such  residence  must 
be  completed  within  24  months  of  inception. 

(c)  Water  and  sewage  systems  must  comply  with  the  laws  and  regulations 
of  both  the  State  and  County  authorities. 

(d)  No  trash,  garbage  or  other  refuse  shall  be  thrown  or  dumped  on  any 
land  within  the  premises.  No  burning,  other  than  recreational  fires, 
will  be  allowed  unless  approved  by  the  Lincoln  County  authorities. 

(e)  No  signs,  billboards  or  advertisements  shall  be  erected  and  maintained 
on  the  premises. 

(f)  Disturbance,  destruction  or  damage  to  any  plant  life,  animal  life  or 
their  natural  habitats  is  forbidden  except  where  absolutely  necessary 
for  the  placement  or  construction  of  improvements.  Living  trees 
shall  not  be  cut,  removed  or  trimmed  except  as  approved  in  advance 

by  declarant. 

1 g)  Mobile  homes  may  be  used  for  residence  insofar  as  they  conform  with 
the  required  sizes  and  are  placed  upon  permanent  skirted  foundations 
within  60  days  of  arrival. 

(h ) No  structure  of  any  kind  shall  be  erected  within  16  feet  of  the 

property  line  and  no  building  addition,  garage  or  structure  shall 
be  placed  or  parked  closer  than  50  feet  to  the  shoreline  of  Barnaby 
1 ,ake  . 

(.  1 ) No  large  animals  or  livestock  shall  he  permitted  on  any  lot  in  the 
Number  1 subdivision, 

(j)  There  shall  be  no  further  subdivision  of  lots  without  written  consent 
of  the  declarant  and  approval  of  State  and  County. 

The  declaration  is  concluded  with  a series  of  paragraphs  relative  to 
the  covenant  matters  on  duration  (20  years,  plus  extension  conditions), 
amendment,  enforcement,  servicabil ity , and  liability. 
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Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Barnaby  Lake  Properties -Number  1 and  2 


August  22,  1^174 
1 age  Three 


2.  The  provision  of  a committment  by  the  developer  relative  to  the  imple- 
mentation of  the  water  supply  system.  Because  these  42  lots  are  to  be 
served  by  a community  system,  plans  and  specifications  have  been  submitted 
to  the  State  Department  of  Health  asking  approval  of  that  system.  As 
proposed,  it  is  to  consist  of  a well  (or  wells  if  two  are  needed  to  meet 
the  instantenous  peak  load)  with  a phase  1 hydropneumatic  tank  to  be 
replaced  by  a phase  2 storage  tank  as  soon  as  enough  users  come  on  the 
system  to  require  such  a feature.  Such  a plan  is  approvable  from  a 
public  health  point  of  view,  but  it  includes  possible  problems  should 
51%  of  the  lots  be  conveyed  and  the  water  system  transferred  to  the 
Homeowners  Association  before  phase  2 is  needed. 

To  preclude  the  possibility  of  misunderstanding  the  developer  has  gone 
on  record  by  means  of  a statement  included  in  the  Lincoln  County  Commiss- 
ioners record  to  the  effect  that  the  Barnaby  Lake  Company  has  the  sole 
responsibility  for  the  construction  of  the  system  as  planned.  Phase  2 
will  be  implemented  at  any  point  in  future  time  where  such  a facility 
is  deemed  necessary  by  the  Lincoln  County  Health  Department. 

In  addition,  it  was  decided  that  although  the  existing  well  satisfied 
the  requirement  of  H.B.  465,  it  would  be  prudent  to  complete  a new 
community  well  rather  than  redevelop  the  older  facility.  A new  well  is 
now  being  drilled.  Minor  changes  in  the  system  design  may  be  necessary 
depending  on  the  hydrogeologic  characteristics  of  the  newly  drilled  well. 


CONCLUSIONS 

It  would  now  appear  that  the  re-evaluation  and  slight  enlargement  of  the  lakeside 
lots  coupled  with  the  filing  of  a specific  set  of  protective  covenants  including 
an  agreement  on  the  implementation  of  the  water  supply  system  answers  the  maiority 
of  the  comments  received  on  this  project. 

Still  unanswered  is  the  suggestion  that  such  lot  densities  as  are  noted  herein 
are  inappropriate  along  any  "pot  hole"  lake  which  is  susceptible  to  accelerated 
pollution  because  of  the  lack  of  any  natural  flushing  processes.  The  adverse 
impact  comment  on  fish  and  game  habitat  is  similarly  unsatisfied  because  of  the 
conflicting  basic  land  use  decision  in  favor  of  human  habitation. 

In  conclusion,  the  plans  and  supplemental  information  relating  to  water  supply, 
sewage,  and  solid  waste  systems  for  the  Barnaby  Lake  Properties,  Number  1 and  2 
are  now  in  compliance  with  Section  69-5001  to  69-5005,  Revised  Codes  of  Montana 
and  it  is  the  intention  of  this  office  to  afix  a stamped  endorsement  along  with 
the  conditions  of  approval  to  the  final  plats  to  be  recorded  with  the  Lincoln 
County  Clerk  and  Recorder. 


This  statement  was  prepared  by  Wilbur  0.  Aikin,  P.E.,  a Public  Health  Engineer 
in  the  employ  of  the  Montana  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 
Regional  Office  in  Palispell,  Montana. 
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STATE  OF  MONTANA 
DEPARTMENT  OF  FISH  AND  GAME 
HELENA,  MONTANA 

Office  Memorandum 

TO  : Wes  Woodgerd  Attn:  Jim  Posewitz  date:  Feb.  19,  197U 

FROM  : Tom  Hay  By:  Otis  Robbins 

SUBJECT:  Bamaby  Lake  properties 


The  subject  subdivision  is  located  about  3.5  niiles  west  of  the  town 
of  Portine  in  the  foothill  area,  A total  of  some  I42  lots  will  be  developed 
on  about  II1O  acres.  High  density  development  will  take  place  along  the 
shores  of  Bamaby  Lake  with  other  lots  of  about  5 acres  each  developed  away 
from  the  lake. 

Bamaby  Lake  is  about  ^8  acres  in  size  with  a maximum  depth  of  about 
10  feet.  Water  chemistry  and  physical  featxares  preclude  managing  this  body 
of  water  for  trout  species.  It  is  considered  a closed  system  and  doubtful 
of  supporting  fish  life. 

The  area  of  the  subdivision  is  heavily  forested  with  a good  supply  of 
timber  species  and  brush.  It  is  the  year-round  home  of  deer,  some  elk  and 
moose,  and  upland  game  birds.  This  area  is  a very  important  winter  range 
for  big  game  species,  especially  deer.  Waterfowl  also  are  an  important  part 
of  the  wildlife  scene.  Any  use  of  the  winter  range  by  man  could  be  very 
detrimental  to  deer,  not  only  in  the  immediate  11+0  acre  site  but  also  on 
surrounding  areas. 

Based  on  the  adverse  impact  that  this  subdivision  will  have  on  deer 
we  would  recommend  that  the  subdivision  be  disapproved. 


Otis  Robbins 


OR/ea 
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Department  of  Public  Health 

LINCOLN  COUNTY  COURTHOUSE 

MARY  ANN  CROTHERS 
COUNTY  HEALTH  NURSE 
PHONE  293-6249 


r^eon  K.  Fic  rquardt 
0O9  First  Ave.  E. 

Folispell,  Fontana  59901 

Fear  Fi*.  Marquardt , 

This  letter  is  relating  your  Barnaby  Lake  Subdivision  Unit  1, 
I a:.:  satisfied  that  each  lot  vdll  nov;  contain  at  least  20,000 
sc  ft  per  lot  and  that  each  individual  sev/age  system  containing 
a lift  station  meets  my  offices  standards  of  subdivision  approval. 

This  letter  also  addresses  the  problem  of  responsibility 
v.'ildiin  this  subdivision.  I v;ish  to  see  a statement  outlining 
v/'.io  v;ill  be  responsible  for  the  construction  and  maintenance  of 
the  v/ater  supply  system,  the  developer  or  the  land  ovmers 
association?  I believe  that  it  is  common  practice  for  the 
developer  to  construct  and  maintain  the  v/ater  supply  system 
until  50"’'  of  the  lots  are  sold  and  at  that  point  the  land  ov/ners 
association  will  assume  that  responsibility/. 

Secondly,  I v;ould  like  to  see  the  land  ov/ners  association 
assume  the  responsibility  of  maintaining  the  cattle  guard  and 
that  each  private  land  ov/ner  be  responsible  for  keeping  his  fences 
in  repair. 

Tjiirdly,  I liave  made  reference  to  a land  ov/ners  assi^ciation 
earlier  in  the  letter.  I v/ould  like  to  see  a set  o.-^  bylav/s  or 
articles  of  incorporation  that  d.efine  the  responsib-ilities  of 
that  association,  and  that  membership  is  mandatory  upon  purchasing 
of  a parcel  within  the  subdivision. 

Fh'jall.y,  Just  a notati.on  to  thi.s  letter  of  a subjec!*:  we  have 
already  verbally  agreed  upon.  This  notation  refers  to  the 
dcsigiation  of  road  right  of  v/ay  and  the  lake  access  lot  (local-.ed 
hehv/een  ],o[;s  IT  and  it;.  Tliose  two  areas  should  bo  dedi.cal.ed  i;o 
(he  I'.oT.e  owners  association. 

In  siT'imary,  the  lots  are  of  sufficient  land  area  to  meet 
i:'iie  approval  of  my  office's  staoidards.  Uith  the  addition  o?  a 
i.ift  si.ati.on,  as  suggested  by  Eric  Teittinen,  the  individual 
sewage  system  also  meets  my  standards.  Thank  you  for  your 
delineation  of  useable  lot  area.  I would  apprecicite  seeing. 

In  a set  of  covenants  or  deed  restrictions  or  association  bylaws, 
ti/e  afore  mentioned  areas  of  responsibilities  defined.  Please 
feel  free  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

■yTs.  $ 

Terrence  S.  Schults,  F.S. 


512  CALIFORNIA  AVE. 
LIBBY,  MONTANA  59923 

August  6,  197^ 


TERRENCE  S.  SCHULTZ.  R.S. 
ENVIRONMENTAL  HEALTH  DEPT. 

PHONE  293-6316 
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Helena,  Montana  59601 
February  22,  1974 


Mr.  Wilbur  0.  Aikin 

Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 
Box  1031 

Kalispell,  Montana  59901 
Dear  Mr.  Aikin: 

As  requested  in  your  letter  of  January  28,  we  have  reviewed  the 
impact  statement  for  Barnaby  Lake  properties. 

The  review  was  conducted  by  our  regional  office  and  a copy  of  the 
memo  they  prepared  following  that  review  is  attached. 

Once  again  you  can  see  that  wildlife  habitat  is  being  affected. 
Any  consideration  you  can  obtain  for  this  resource  would  be  greatly 
appreciated. 

Sincerely, 


James  A.  Posewitz,  Administrator 
^ Environment  and  Information  Division 

JAP/sd 

Enc 

cc:  Fletcher  Newby 
Dan  Vichorek 
Otis  Robbins 
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MARY  AW  CROTnERS 
COUNTY  --.EA^Th  NURSE 
PHONE  293-6249 


LINCOLN  COUNTY  COURTHOUSE 
512  CALIFORNIA  AVE. 

LIBBY,  MONTANA  59923 


TERRENCE  S SCHU; TZ 
ENVIRONMENTAL  HEALTn  O, 
PHONE  29J-<; 


Lincoln  County  Commissioners 
Libby,  Fontana  59923 

Csn  Llemen : 


■nis  letter  relates  to  the  final  approval  of  the  Barnaby  Lake  Subdivision  units 
1 ana  2. 


I recommend  to  you  that  you  conditionally  approve  the  filing  of  the  subdivision. 
This  conditional  approval  relates  to  thii  construction  of  an  adequate  mater  supply 
by  the  developer.  In  contacting  the  developer,  Fir.  A1  Luciano,  mo  have  come  to 

common  agreement  that  the  mater  supply  system  mill  occur  in  tmo  phases. 

The  first  phase  mill  be  the  development  of  a mell  that  mill  handle  the  initial 
impact  of  users.  Upon  the  determination  of  my  office,  the  developer,  or  home 
omners  association,  the  second  phase  of  the  mater  supply  system  mill  begin. 

In  the  second  phase,  it  mould  be  the  responsibility  of  the  developer  to  meet  the 

real  and  anticipated  needs  of  the  rest  of  the  subdivision  by  a mater  supply 
approved  by  the  Department  of  Health. 

Failure  of  the  developer  to  meet  the  first  phase  of  the  mater  supply  mithin  one 
year  after  conditional  approval  has  been  given,  mill  result  in  declaring  the 
subdivision  void.  If  the  second  phase  is  not  meet  mithin  a reasonable  period  of 
time  after  the  need  is  determined  by  any  one  of  the  three  afore  mentioned  parties 
in  a mritten  statement  to  the  Lincoln  County  Commissioners,  then  the  development 
mill  be  restricted  at  that  point 

Briefly  restated.  Fir.  Luciano  and  my  office  have  agreed  to  the  conditions  of 
approval  of  the  Barnaby  Lake  Subdivision  Units  1 and  2.  I am  giving  you  my 
recommendation  of  conditional  approval  for  evaluation  and  Judgement. 

I mill  be  at  your  disposal  if  you  mish  any  additional  information  or  comment  from 
me . 


Sincerely, 


Terrence  5.  Schultz,  R.5. 


T5S;mc 

cc:  Alfred  Luciano,  Developer 

Wilbur  Aiken,  Dept,  of  Health  & Environmental  Sciences 
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United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 
FOREST  SERVICE 
Kootenai  National  Forest 
Fortine  Ranger  District 


February  2P  y 197*+ 


Ft ate  of  Montana 
Environrental  Sciences  Division 
V/ilbur  0.  Aikin 
Kali  spell,  99901 

Dear  Fir: 

In  reference  to  vour  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  the 
Barncsby  Lake  Properties  Subdivision  1 and  2 near  Fortine,  I submit 
the  following: 

1.  This  subdivision  does  not  directly  affect  any  U.F.  Forest  Service 
Lands . 


2.  The  L.S.  Forest  Service  is  responsible  for  fire  protection  in  this 
area  and  any  increase  in  population  will  increase  the  fire  protection 
Sor  th.e  area. 

1.  Parnaby  Lake  is  a Waterfowl  nesting  and  resting  area  and  ary 
pomilation  increase  could  change  this. 
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Thomas  J.  Lynaugh 


February  28,  1974 


Mr.  Wilbur  0.  Aikin,  P.E. 

Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 
Box  1031 

Kali  spell,  Montana  59901 


The  following  remarks  are  in  response  to  your  department's  draft  environmental 
impact  statement  for  Barnaby  Lake  Properties  Subdivision  1 and  2,  dated  January 
28,  1974  and  received  by  this  office  on  January  31,  1974. 

It  is  evident  from  the  lot  densities  near  the  lake  that  the  principal  goal  in 
mind  was  to  maximize  profit  and  perhaps  human  enjoyment  of  the  lake.  This  can 
only  result  in  accelerated  degradation  of  this  resource.  From  the  standpoint 
of  esthetics  and  protection  from  further  water  quality  degradation,  the  number 
of  lots  along  the  lake  could  have  been  reduced  or  a strip  of  land  along  the  lake 
could  have  been  dedicated  to  the  county  for  a public  park. 

It  is  advisable  that  the  developer  place  a number  of  constraints  on  the  prospec- 
tive property  owners  to  further  protect  the  resource.  These  might  include  a 
minimum  set-back  from  the  lake  for  buildings,  restrictions  on  the  type  of  build- 
ings placed  on  the  lots  or  the  ultimate  disposition  of  the  land,  and  restrictions 
on  the  size  and  type  of  docks,  dredge  and/or  fill  operations,  and  chemical  weed 
removal.  A shallow  kettle  lake  of  this  nature  is  particularly  susceptible  to  ad- 
vanced eutrophication.  It  is  imperative,  therefore,  that  all  property  owners  ob- 
serve regulations  regarding  minimum  set-back  of  sewage  disposal  devices  from  the 
maximum  high  water  level  of  the  lake  and  that  these  regulations  are  enforced,  if 
not  by  local,  then  by  responsible  state  officials. 

Thank  you  for  your  efforts  toward  compliance  with  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy 
Act. 


Sincerely  Yours, 


FLETCHER  E.  NEWBY 
Exec  ■ ■ Director 


by  ..  

Loren  L.  Bahls,  Ph.D. 


FEN/LLB/kk 
cc:  Ben  Wake 
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gTATF  DOCUMENTS 


Department  of  Health  and  Er^ronmental  Sciences 

•STATE  OF  MOIMTAIMA  Helena, Montana  59601 
lAuISPELL  REGTOInIAL  OFFICE,  BOX  1031,  KALISPELL,  MT  S9901  joKhS^AjvWmd 

January  28,  1974 


Barnaby  Lake  Company,  F.O.  Box  93,  Siireka , MT  ,5991  7 

Mr.  Fletcher  Newby,  Montana  Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena,  MT  V 60] 

Montana  Fish  & Garae  Department,  Helena,  MT  59601  Attn:  Mr.  Jim  Posewitz 
Montana  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  Helena,  MT  59601 
Montana  State  Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning  and 
Economic  Development,  Capitol  Station,  Helena  MT  59601 
Montana  State  Library,  930  E.  Lyndale  Ave.,  Helena,  MT  596G1 

Mr.  Ben  Wake,  Administrator,  Environmental  Sciences  Division,  Helena,  MT  59601 

District  Forester,  Murphy  Lake  Ranger  Station,  c/o  Post  Office  Fortine,  MT  59918 

Lincoln  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Libby,  MT  S9923 

Mr.  Dan  Garvin,  Lincoln  County  planner,  Box  802,  Eureka  MT  59917 

Mr.  David  Marshall,  Lincoln  County  Sanitarian,  Courthouse,  Libby,  MT  59923 

Mr.  Wayne  Herman,  President,  Flathead  Wildlife,  Inc.  P.O.  Box  4,  Palispell,  MT  )90(jl 

Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212,  Venture  Center  Missoula,  MT  59801 

Tobacco  Valley  Improvement  Association,  c7o  Mr,  Schroeder,  Box  3'58,  Eureka,  MT  a'l'^l  7 

Tobacco  Valley  Rod  and  Gun  Club,  Eureka,  MT  59917 

Trout  Unlimited,  c/o  Mr.  Gary  Hanson,  Secy.,  136  1st  Ave.  W.,  palispell,  MT  5®^0l 
Mr.  R,  Titchbourne,  c/o  Post  Office,  Fortine,  ME  59918 
Fortine  Public  Schools,  c/o  Post  Office,  Fortine,  MT  59918 
Mr.  Dean  Marquardt,  P.E.,  809  1st  Ave.  E.,  Kalispell,  MT  59^i01 


Gentlemen : 


Enclosed  is  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  that  has  been  prepared  for  the 
Barnaby  Lake  Properties  Subdivision  1 and  2,  near  Fortine,  in  Lincoln  County, 
Montana . 


Under  Montana  Law,  any  person  or  agency  b.as  tlTirty  days  to  submit  comments  and/or 
supply  additional  information  with  regard  to  said  prelect.  An  additional  fifteen 
days  may  be  granted,  upon  written  request,  to  any  person  or  agency  in  need  of  time 
to  prepare  or  research  a response. 


A Final  Impact  Statement  incorporating  any  comments  and/or  additional  information 
will  be  disseminated  no  sooner  than  sixty  days  from  the  dateline  of  this  report.  A 
decision  including  the  basis  for  this  decision  will  also  be  included  in  the  Final 
Statement . 


Sincerely, 


Wilbur  t).  Aikiu.  F.E. 
Public  Health  Engineer 


Environmental  Sciences 
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Jamuary  28,  1974 


A DRAFT  aJVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
BARNABY  LAKE  PROPERTIES  - UNIT  NWIBER  1 AND  UNIT  NUMBER  2 

A Proposed  Subdivision  Project  in  Lincoln  County,  Montana 

Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  6^-65'l4  (b)(3).  the 
act  controlling  botli  public  and  private  water  supply  and  sewage  disposal  for  subdi- 
visions, Section  69-5'l)l  to  69-5005;  and  the  Act  to  control  water  pollution,  Section 
69-4S01  to  4S27  the  following  draft  environmental  impact  statement  is  prepared  by 
the  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  Environmental  Sciences 
Division,  concerning  the  possible  administrative  approval  of  the  Barnaby  Lake  Sub- 
divisions, located  near  Fortine,  in  Lincoln  County,  Montana . 

LOCATION 

The  preliminary  plat  of  the  Barnaby  Lake  Properties  Subdivis ion(s)  indicates  that 
there  are  to  be  42  parcels  platted  out  of  a 110  acre  block  located  3.5  miles  west 
of  Fortine,  Montana.  The  developer  has  indicated  that  this  ground  will  be  platted 
(and  filed)  as  two  separate  subdivisions; 

1.  Barnaby  Lake  Properties  Unit  Number  1 - to  comprise  1°  lots  on  15  acres 

along  the  lake  shore. 

2.  Barnaby  Lake  Properties  Unit  Nuniter  2 - to  include  23  lots  on  125  acres 

behind  the  number  1 unit  in  the  rolling  timber  land  south  and  east  of  the 
lake  . 

Parcels  in  the  No.  1 shoreline  unit  average  28,000  ft.^  with  the  smallest  lot  being 
22,500;  whereas  parcels  in  the  No.  2 backland  unit  average  4 to  6 acres  each.  Please 
see  enclosed  map  for  design  schematic. 

ACCESS 

Access  to  the  proposed  subdivision  is  to  be  made  by  means  of  both  county  and  private 
road.  The  most  reasonable  route  to  the  site  would  be  from  fortine  and  U.S.  Higlr..''av 
^'3  east  for  2 miles  on  paved  county  road,  thence  north  on  a graveled  county  road  f.-^r 
1 mile  toward  the  east  end  of  Barnaby  Lake.  The  graveled  county  road  nicely  l.isects 
the  subdivision  thereby  requiring  a maximum  of  only  2 nev7  roads  to  provide  access 
to  all  lots  not  contingent  to  the  county  road.  This  regioiial  county  road  also  rcturn.s 
back  to  Higliway  ^3  alcn'ig  a somewhat  more  circuitous  route.  At  the  request  of  the 
County,  tlie  spur  roads  are  to  remain  as  private  roads.  Tn  design  they  ti'tal  a 
length  of  approximately  4,  '00  ft.  and  are  shown  to  lie  sixty  feet  wide..  Mans  also 
indicate  that  wliile  they  are  to  be  private  they  will  be  graveled,  ditched  and 
culverted  wherever  ap['ropriate . No  stream  crossings  arc  included  nor  are  there  any 
low  or  wet  areas  which  will  need  drainage  because  of  road  building  activity.  furelv 
in  terms  of  potential  water  quality  degradation,  the  access  road  net  does  not  appear 
to  be  capable  of  creating  any  unusually  adverse  environmental  impact. 
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Barnaby  f.akc  1 roperties 
January  28,  1974 
Two 


FIANMING  CONCQ-TS 

1.  Jater  Supply  - Water  is  to  lie  provided  to  both  subdivisions  by  means 
of  a single  community  system  which  vi^ill  be  constructed  by  the  developer.  It  is 
anticipated  that  the  source  of  viator  for  this  system  is  to  be  drilled  vvrell  or  wells. 
The  feasibility  of  developing  a well  source  capable  of  meeting  the  needs  of  a system 
of  42  users  is  academic  at  this  time.  There  is  an  existing  100  foot  well  of  low 
yield  on  the  property,  hovjever  it  is  to  be  reopened,  taken  to  a greater  depth,  de- 
veloped and  tested.  The  planning  concept  of  a community  system  is  therefore  not 
firm  and  the  administrative  approval  of  this  project  can  not  be  completed  until 

it  has  been  clearly  established  that  the  supply  will  be  up  to  the  required  stan- 
dards. The  completed  system  is  projected  to  include  one  mile  of  distribution 
system  [liping  and  a 10  500  gallon  storage  tank. 

2.  Sewage  Disposal  System  - Tlie  treatment  and  disposal  of  sanitary  sewage  is 
to  be  accomplished  by  individual  septic  tanks  and  absorption  trenches.  Tlie  soil 

in  this  area  is  extremely  tight  however,  a fact  which  is  verified  by  the  high  perco- 
lation rates.  Values  found  in  the  field  averaged  27  to  29  minutes  per  inch  and  a 
minimum  of  100  square  feet  of  absorption  trench,  will  be  required  for  each  bedroom. 
The  developer  has  properly  incorporated  this  design  value  into  the  submitted  typical 
tot  layout  plan. 

Such  a planning  concept  appears  to  be  approvable;  however,  it  must  be  understood 
that  enforcement  of  the  individual  septic  tank  installations  will  be  the  responsi- 
bility of  the  Lincoln  County  Sanitarian;  a county  public  health  official  whose 
offices  are  approximately  70  miles  awav  in  Libby,  Montana. 

3.  Solid  Waste  - Solid  waste  is  to  be  consigned  to  an  approved  landfill  site 
via  the  green  box  containers  available  at  Fortine.  Because  an  individual  home  pick- 
up service  is  not  available  at  the  time  it  must  be  assumed  that  it  will  be  the  re- 
sponsibility of  the  individual  lot  owner  to  utilize  these  disposal  boxes  until  such 
time  as  a pick-up  service  does  become  a reality. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  INFORI-IATIQN 


Topography  - Except  for  the  extreme  southeast  corner,  the  entire  140  acre  bloc! 
is  flat  to  pocketed  or  rolling  with  slopes  in  the  0 to  1%  range.  Lots  along  the  lake 
front  unit,  in  particular,  grade  away  from  the  shoreline  at  a uniform  37o  rate.  The 
one  anamalous  area  (the  south-east  corner)  is  occupied  mostly  by  a moraine-like 
mound  of  mixed  glacial  debris  with  hillside  slopes  of  40  to  45%.  Three  lots  are 
dominated  by  this  unbuildable  terrain,  however  all  three  also  include  strips  of  flat 
land  which  will  provide  a minimum  20,000  feet  of  readily  adaptable  space  for 
building  purposes.  This  abrupt  included  hillside  does  liave  a positive  value  in  that 
it  will  be  a convenient  site  for  the  10,500  gallon  storage  tank  whicli  is  to  be  located 
on  the  crest,  thereby  providing  good  pressure  and  storage  for  the  water  supply  system. 
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Barnaby  Lake  properties 
January  28,  1*^74 
Page  Three 


A small  shallow  pothole  lake  of  about  four  acres  is  also  included  in  this  southeast 
quadrant.  Again  two  large  lots  are  effictively  reduced  in  their  useful  building 
area  to  an  area  of  approximately  one  acre  each. 

In  summary,  five  lots  are  affected  by  the  topographical  limitations  inherent  in 
the  property.  however  it  must  hi'  pointed  out  that  all  five  include  reasonably 
’arge  areas  of  adequate  home -locat ion  potential,  and  inasmuch  as  a community  water 
system  v/ill  be  available  they  should  be  readily  adaptable  for  residential  use 
without  serious  environmental  or  public  health  consequences. 

Barnaby  Lake  - Barnaby  Lake  which  is  the  prime  aquatic  foaturf?  toucliing  on 
this  se’^division  is  a shallow  "home  and  kettle"  pond  of  about  50  to  O'  acres.  It 
has  no  significant  inlet  iDr  outlet  and  is  referred  to  locally  as  an  "alkili  lake". 
The  area  has  been  surveyed  by  the  Montana  Fish  and  Game  Department  as  t<^  water 
quality  and  fishery  potential  with  results  that  have  completely  discouraged  any 
further  management  insofar  as  the  fishing  objective  is  concerned.  dissolve  solids 
total  from  4,000  to  6,D00  mg  per  liter,  pH  is  in  the  9.')  range  and  maximum  depth  is 
only  ten  feet.  Rooted  aquatic  plants  are  abundant  and,  according  to  local  inhabi- 
tants, the  lake  has  been  known  to  experience  moderate  algal  blooms.  Of  a more  posi- 
tive nature  the  lake  does  provide  nesting  habitat  for  waterfowl,  including  geese, 
and  can  provide  a very  limited  recreational  use  for  boating,  swimming,  and  hunting. 

It  would  be  emphasized  that  the  Lake  will  recave  the  same  statuatory  protection  as 
any  other  body  of  water.  Drainfields  must  still  be  100  feet  from  the  waters  edge 
and  any  activity  capable  of  degrading  the  water  quality  furtlier  is  unacceptable. 

Land  Use  - The  area  is  presently  heavily  forested  with  second  generation 
shrubs  and  timber.  A comparative  economic  evaluation  of  the  land  for  private 
timberland  management  versus  this  same  land  as  a suiidivided  recreational  homesite 
area  hasn’t  been  made.  No  information  is  available  which  will  clearly  demonstrate 
that  the  proposed  subdivision  use  would,  or  would  not,  be  the  highest  and  best  use 
of  the  land. 

The  existing  population  density  in  this  area  is  also  extremely  lev/,  even  'lor  Western 
Montana.  division  and  development  will  bring  a new  sumi-ner  population  center  io.to 
existancG  and  it  is  quite  possible  that  the  success  of  this  proiect  may  stimulate 
similar  cievelo;‘ments  in  the  adjacent  pothole  lake  c untry. 

Of  particular  interest  is  the  fact  that  the  proposal  contains  no  coy: nan ts  or  re- 
strictions v/hatsoever.  In  terms  of  environmental  effect  this  omission  can  creati^ 
a b.ighly  undesirable  situation  beyond  the  control  of  any  affected  pens  -n  o-  agonev. 
Tlie  implication  therefore  exists  that  the  individual  L-,t  holder  can  us.’  .r  misns' 
liis  land  in  any  I'linuer  so  desired. 
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Barnaby  l.ake  i roperties 
Janiiai'y  2B, 
jage  Four 


3ecoadary  Impacts  - Cultural  and  social  im^jacts  from  this  dc'/olopniout  a co 
very  dilifricult  to  assess.  The  developer  has  assumed  that  the  lot  holders  of  the 
future  will  be  priiTiarily  seasonally  (recreationally)  oriented.  However,  there  are 
a few  year  round  residents  in  the  region  no'-.r  and  should  the  project  event  uafy 
develop  a retirement  - rural  home  character,  it  could  have  substantial  effect  on 
local  scliools  a id  such  oth^r  services  as  telephone,  electric  [lower,  fire  protecti  ui, 
read  maintenance  and  law  enforcement. 

EN\^ IRONi IFirrAI . TMI  x\CT 

Loss  of  v/ildlife  habitat,  possible  loss  of  timberland  potential  [lOssiMe  increased 
degradation  of  ground  water  and  surface  water  in  area,  alteration  of  po['ulation 
density  and  pattern  of  human  usage,  eventual  development  of  secondary  impact  in 
the  grovjing  need  for  public  services,  possible  encouragement  of  uncontrolled  human 
exploitation  of  limited  recreational  resources  in  area,  creation  of  administrative 
problems  for  county  officials  separated  by  unusual  distance  from  the  area  of  interest 

APygRSE  SIIVIRONIIENTAL  EFFECT 


Loss  of  wildlife  habitat  and  addition  of  nutrient  to  ground  water  system. 

ALTSR1^1ATIVES 

1.  Approve  one  or  butb.  Subdivision  plats  as  soon  as  all  statuatory  and  regu- 
latory requirements  of  the  Montana  Subdivision  Law  and  the  Montana  Environmental 
Quality  Act  are  met. 

2.  Request  that  the  developer  redesign  or  delete  any  part  or  portions  of  the 
subdivision  plat  which  are  found  (through  knowledgeable  response  to  this  statement) 
to  be  at  variance  with  the  environmental  facts  and  planning  statements  submitted  by 
the  developer. 

3.  Deny  approval  of  one  or  both  Subdivision  flats  owing  to  noncompliance 
with  the  Montana  Subdivision  Laws  and  Regulations. 

Action  is  considered  Significant  because  of  the  magnitude  of  the  project,  the  oxistin 
undeveloped  natural  character  of  the  area,  and  the  implied  commitment  of  land,  v^ilr!- 
life,  water  quality  and  forestry  potential. 


This  Draft  Imp.act  Statement  was  prepared  l^y  Wilbur  D . Aikiu,  1 .E.,  a 1 uiM  ic  heal  t’l 
Engineer  from  the  staff  of  the  Montana  State  Department  of  Health  Environmental 
Scienres.  Data  used  in  tlic  compilation  of  the  brief  was  gained  frean  fiu'd  investi- 
gation, personal  communicat  ions  with  people  from  the  area  and  frota  the  plans,  sj.ee  i - 
licatious,  or  statements  of  information  sup[)li.ed  ley  D.  Marquardt,  I . i'i . , ' a I i.Spej  ] 
Montana,  i reject  Engineer  for  the  developer. 
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Department  of  Health  and  Ef^ronmental  Sciences 

ICT/VTCi-iciv/ir-iivi-r'/Mvi/v  ucck.a 


'STATE  OF  MOIMTAIMA  Helena, Montana  59601 


John  S.  Anderson  M.D. 


t 1974 


May  10,  1974 


Honorable  Thomas  Judge,  Governor  of  Montana,  Helena 

Don  Brelsford,  Brelsford  5 Associates,  P.  0.  Box  1252,  Bozanan 

Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

City- County  Planning  Board,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

City- County  Health  Department,  Box  639,  Bozeman 

Gallatin  County  Attorney,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

Jim  DeWolfe,  Bozanan  Chronicle,  Bozeman 

Morrison-Maierle,  Inc. , 910  Helena  Avenue,  Helena 

Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning,  Helena 
Department  of  State  Lands,  Helena 

Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation,  Helena 

Department  of  Highways,  Helena 

Ronald  Schleyer,  Lee  State  Bureau,  317  Allen,  Helena 
Rick  Graetz,  Box  894,  Helena 

Perry  Nelson,  Gallatin  Sportsmen's  Assn.,  526  North  Bozeman  Ave.,  Bozeman 

Louis  Moos,  Sacajawea  Audubon  Society,  712  South  13  Avenue,  Bozeman 

Mary  Lee  Reese,  29  South  Alta,  Helena 

Dr.  Richard  C.  Ritter,  Box  1170,  Bozeman 

James  Posewitz,  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Helena 

Gallatin  National  Forest,  Supervisor,  Federal  Building,  Bozeman 

Charles  Bradley,  1105  South  Tracy,  Bozeman 

Northern  Rockies  Action  Group,  #9  Placer  Street,  Helena 

Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena 

Ken  Porter,  502  South  Grand,  Bozoman 

Student  Enviroranental  Research  Center,  Roan  212  Venture  Center,  Missoula 
Montana  State  Library,  Helena 

Doris  Milner,  Montana  Wilderness  Assn.,  Route  1,  Box  1410,  Hamilton 
Ed  Mohler,  The  Gallatin  County  Tribune,  201  E.  Mendenhall,  Bozeman 
Bozeman  Public  Library,  Bozanan 

Environmental  Studies  Department,  Larry  Uman,  University  of  Montana,  Missoula 

Gallatin  Canyon  Study  Team,  Montana  State  University,  Bozeman 

Beaver  Creek  South,  Inc.,  24  South  Willson,  Bozeman 

Jim  Goetz,  15  South  Tracy,  Bozeman 

Elizabeth  Snith,  2311  Highland  Court,  Bozanan 

Rick  Applegate,  Box  931,  Bozeman 

Brace  Hayden,  School  of  Forestry,  University  of  Montana,  Missoula 
Gentlonen: 

An  agency  has  requested  the  permitted  fifteen-day  extension  of  the  dead- 
line to  receive  information  and  comments  on  the  draft  environmental  impact 
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statanent  for  Beaver  Creek  South  Subdivision  in  Gallatin  County, 

Montana . 

The  termination  date  for  receiving  canments  and/or  additional  information 
for  this  project  will  now  be  extended  to  May  23,  1974. 

Very  truly  yours, 

D.  G.  Willems,  P.E.,  Chief 
Water  Quality  Bureau 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 


DQV:APK:sh 


cc: 


Dan  Vichorek 


April  8,  1974 


Honorable  Thomas  Judge,  Governor  of  Montana,  Helena 

Don  Brelsford,  Brelsford  ^ Associates,  P.  0.  Box  1252,  Bozeman 

Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

City-County  Planning  Board,  Courthouse,  Bozanan 

City-County  Health  Department,  Box  639,  Bozeman 

Gallatin  County  Attorney,  Courthouse,  Bozaiian 

Jim  DeWolfe,  Bozeman  Chronicle,  Bozeman 

Morrison-Maierle,  Inc.,  910  Helena  Avenue,  Helena 

Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning,  Helena 
Department  of  Staf^e  Lands,  Helena 

Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation,  Helena 
Department  of  Highways,  Helena 

Ronald  Schleyer,  Lee  State  Bureau,  317  Allen,  Helena 
^ck  Graetz,  Box  894,  Helena 

^erry  Nelson,  Gallatin  Sportsmen's  Association,  526  North  Bozeman  Avenue,  Bozeman 

Louis  Moos,  Sacajawea  Audubon  Society,  712  South  13  Avenue,  Bozeman 

Mary  Lee  Reese,  29  South  Alta,  Helena 

Dr.  Richard  C.  Ritter,  Box  1170,  Bozeman 

James  Posewitz,  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Helena 

Gallatin  National  Forest,  Supervisor,  Federal  Building,  Bozeman 

Charles  Bradley,  1105  South  Tracy,  Bozanan 

Northern  Rockies  Action  Group,  #9  Placer  Street,  Helena 

Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena 

Ken  Porter,  502  South  Grand,  Bozeman 

Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212  Venture  Center,  Missoula 
Montana  State  Library,  Helena 

Doris  Milner,  Montana  Wilderness  Association,  Route  1,  Box  1410,  Hamilton 
Ed  Mohler,  The  Gallatin  County  County  Tribune,  201  East  Mendenhall,  Bozeman 
Bozeman  Public  Library,  Bozeman 

Environmental  Studies  Department,  Larry  Uman,  University  of  Montana,  Missoula 
Gallatin  Canyon  Study  Team,  Montana  State  University,  Bozeman 
Beaver  Creek  South,  Inc.,  24  South  Willson,  Bozeman 


Gentlemen: 

^The  enclosed  environmental  impact  statement  has  been  prepared  for  Beaver 
Creek  South  Subdivision  in  Gallatin  County,  Montana.  This  impact  statement 
is  submitted  for  your  consideration.  Comments  and  questions  will  be  accepted 
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for  30  days  following  issuance  of  this  statement.  An  additional  15  days  is  avail- 
able on  request.  All  comments  should  be  sent  to  the  undersigned. 

Sincerely  yours, 


D.  G.  Willems,  P.E.,  Chief 
Water  Quality  Bureau 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 


DGW:APK:sh 

Enclosure 

cc:  Dan  Vichorek  through  Ben  Wake 


MONTANA  STATE  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH 
AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCES 


E.S.  74/85  April  8,  1974 

A Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for 

BEAVER  CREEK  SOUTH, 

a proposed  subdivision  in  Gallatin  County,  Montana 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69-6504 (b) (3) ; and  the 
act  controlling  both  public  and  private  water  supply  and  sewage  disposal  for  sub- 
divisions, Section  69-5001  through  69-5005;  and  the  act  to  control  water  pollution. 
Section  69-4801  through  4827,  the  following  statement  was  prepared  by  the  Environ- 
mental Sciences  Division  of  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  for 
Beaver  Creek  South,  a proposed  subdivision  in  Gallatin  Canyon,  for  which  a submittal 
has  been  received  requesting  subdivision  plat  approval. 

Location 


This  project  is  located  approximately  seven  miles  south  of  the  Big  Sky  of  Montana 
Meadow  Village  in  the  canyon  of  the  West  Gallatin  River.  It  is  situated  in  the  SE 
1/4  of  Section  17,  Township  7 South,  Range  4 East,  MFM.  Beaver  Creek  crosses  a 
portion  of  the  property  for  about  one- fourth  mile  along  the  north  side.  Tlie  right- 
of-way  for  U.  S.  Highway  191  forms  tlie  eastern  boundary. 

Description  of  proposed  project 

The  avner,  Beaver  Creek  South,  Inc.,  a Montana  corporation,  intends  to  divide 
approximately  95  acres  into  72  lots  for  single-family  and  multi-family  residences 
and  a maximum  of  7 1/2  acres  along  U.  S.  Highway  191  for  a neighborhood  commercial 
area.  Follovvring  is  a table  of  land  use  and  areas: 


PHASE  I 

Lots 60.899  acres 

Roads 12.468  acres 

Open  Space  and  Parks  .....  21.281  acres 

88.456  acres 

PHASE  II 

Lots 4.560  acres 

Roads 0.701  acres 

Park 0.931  acres 

6.192  acres 


DENSITY  AND  USE  ASSIGNMENT 


Lots 

Acreage 

Dwelling  Units 

SINGLE- FAMILY 

Phase  I 

Block  2 

15 

8.7 

15 

Block  3 

17 

11.6 

17 

Phase  II 

Block  9 

7 

4.6 

7 

39 

24.9 

~3^ 
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Lots 


MLLTI-FAMILY-CONDCMINIUM  APARTMENT  DWELLINGS 


Phase  I 

Block  1 6 

Block  4 7 

Block  6 4 

Block  7 7 

Block  8 _± 

28 

NEIGHBORHOOD  COMMERCIAL 
Phase  I 

Block  5 _5 

TOTAL  72 


Acreage  Dwelling  Units 


5.5 

3.8 

2.1 

6 

12 

29.4 


44 

23 

8 

48 

12 

135 


7.5  0 

61.8  174 


An  environmental  assessment  report  has  been  prepared  by  Brelsford  and  Associates 
of  Bozeman,  Montana.  Tlie  report  is  hereby  included  as  part  of  this  draft  environ- 
mental impact  statement. 

Beaver  Creek  South,  Inc.,  a Montana  Corporation,  with  offices  at  24  South  Willson 
in  Bozeman,  is  the  owner  of  about  95  acres  of  the  SE  1/4  of  Section  17,  T7S,  R4E. 

The  company  is  planning  the  development  of  a residential  subdivision  on  this  land. 
Use  of  the  lots  will  include  single-family  and  multi-family  residence  and  no  more 
than  7 1/2  acres  along  U.  S.  191  for  a neighborhood  commercial  area. 

Beaver  Creek  crosses  a portion  of  this  land  for  about  1/4  mile  along  the  North 
side.  In  general,  evergreen  trees,  willows  and  other  brushes  provide  vegetative 
cover  along  Beaver  Creek  for  about  150  ft.  distance  on  both  sides  of  the  stream.  It 
has  been  estimated  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Services  (USDA)  in  1972,  that  the  annual 
discharge  of  Beaver  Creek  is  about  9,000  acre  feet.  This  stream  has  some  trout 
fish  in  evidence,  with  a probable  size  limit  of  about  12  inches.  The  evergreen 
trees  and  brush  cover  along  Beaver  Creek  provides  excellent  protection  and 
cover  for  the  wildlife  including  deer.  In  addition,  stream  side  willows  and  brush 
provide  cover  and  shelter  for  the  trout. 

The  land  use  plan  for  Beaver  Creek  South  will  protect  the  existing  natural  con- 
dition of  Beaver  Creek  by  covenants  and  natural  open  space  dedication  of  a park- 
way, that  is  300  ft.  wide  along  the  stream.  No  buildings  will  be  permitted  within 
this  parlor/ay  nor  V7ill  any  of  it  be  plotted,  into  lots.  This  parkway  as  well  as  the 
other  natural  open  space  and  recreation  areas,  will  be  owned  in  common  and  main- 
tained by  the  property  owners  association,  Beaver  Creek  South  Association.  The 
overall  open  space  and  recreation  areas  for  Beaver  Creek  South  will  make  up  over 
22%  of  the  development. 

This  land  has  been  recently  used  for  grazing  purposes,  is  undeveloped,  with 
relatively  good  habitat  for  wildlife.  Other  physical  features  of  the  land  in- 
clude the  alluvial  fan  of  Beaver  Creek  which  covers  the  northern  one-quarter  of 
the  property  and  is  essentially  void  of  vegetative  cover  other  than  sage  brush 
that  averages  2 to  3 feet  in  height.  The  Eastern  one-third  of  the  property 
borders  U.  S.  Highway  191  for  about  3/8  mile,  has  vegetative  cover  very  similar 
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to  the  northern  part,  (i.e.  sage  brush  and  grass)  with  a gentle  slope  toward  the 
I south.  The  remaining  one-third  of  the  property  (the  SW  corner)  contains  a hill 
that  slopes  to  the  north  and  to  the  east,  however,  this  property  will  not  be  sub- 
divided. The  vertical  height  of  this  hill  is  about  350  ft.  above  the  lower,  rela- 
tively flat  land  to  the  east  and  north.  Vegetative  cover  on  the  hill  is  pre- 
dominantly evergreen  of  moderate  thickness  with  a typical  height  of  50  feet  or 
more.  Throughout  the  evergreen  trees  are  grassy  open  areas  of  varying  sizes  up  to 
about  3 acres  as  well  as  several  aspen  groves  of  up  to  3 acres  in  area.  Generally 
speaking,  the  type  of  vegetation  cover  found  on  this  hill  is  good  habitat  for  grouse, 
deer  and  possibly  other  wildlife.  Development  planning  and  architectural  control 
will  be  maintained  by  the  property  owners  association  and  land  use  covenants  to  re- 
duce to  the  greatest  extent  possible,  the  impact  on  the  disruption  of  the  natural 
environment  of  the  subdivision.  A copy  of  the  land  use  covenants  of  the  Beaver 
Creek  South  Association  is  available  in  the  Helena  office  of  the  Water  (Quality  Bureau. 

There  are  two  potential  sources  of  groundwater  for  the  Beaver  Creek  South  Develop- 
ment. These  are,  (1)  the  alluvial  gravels  associated  with  the  Gallatin  River  and 
(2)  the  Kootenai  formation  of  lower  Cretaceaus  age  which  is  known  to  underlie  the 
entire  area  of  the  development  at  an  approximate  depth  of  100  to  150  feet. 

From  the  "General  Soils  Maps  and  Soils  Interpretation"  by  J.  A.  Olsen,  et.  al.  of 
Montana  Agricultural  Experiment  Station  in  Bozeman,  the  subject  Beaver  Creek  South 
property  contains  three  basic  types  of  soil  associations:  (1)  Bigel-Hobacker  on 
the  relatively  flat  lands  on  the  north  and  east  sides  of  the  property;  (2)  Leavitt- 
Hanson  on  the  near  hill  top  slopes  of  grade  20%  and  less,  and  (3)  Leavitt-Loberg  on 
the  lower  steep  slopes  of  the  hill  facing  north  and  east  with  grades  from  20  to  40 
percent. 

The  Bigel-Hobacker  Association  is  well  drained,  gravelly  and  cobbly  soils  and 
shallow  gravelly  soils.  These  soils  are  found  on  the  nearly  level  terraces  of  the 
Gallatin  River  and  the  fan  of  Beaver  Creek,  a main  Tributary.  These  soils  are 
suitable,  with  only  slight  possible  limitations,  for  foundations  for  low  buildings, 
with  or  without  basements,  and  show  only  slight  possible  limitations  for  roads, 
parking,  lawns  and  landscaping.  It  is  upon  this  soils  association  that  the  planned 
multi-family  residences  will  be  built.  Also,  the  development  sewage  treatment 
plant  and  filter  ponds  will  be  located  on  these  soils  where  possible  limitations 
for  this  use  are  judged  to  be  slight  to  moderate  in  the  above  referenced  General 
Soils  Map  of  Gallatin  Canyon. 

The  Leavitt-Hanson  association  is  deep,  well  drained,  stony  loam  soils.  These 
soils  are  found  on  the  0 to  30  percent  slopes  at  or  near  the  top  of  the  hill  and 
on  its  upper  north  facing  slopes.  Moderate  limitations  are  possible  for  foundations 
of  low  buildings  on  this  soil  association,  particularly  where  the  slope  is 
excessive  grade.  There  is  no  part  of  this  planned  subdivision  that  has  been  or 
will  be  laid  out  on  the  Leavitt-Hanson  association  of  soil  type. 

The  Leavitt-Lobert  association  is  well  drained,  strong  loam  and  clay  soils.  At 
Beaver  Creek  South,  this  soils  association  is  found  on  the  middle,  steeper  slopes 
of  the  hill  on  the  SW  of  the  property.  Development  limitations  on  this  soil 
is  very  similar  and  moderately  greater  to  those  expected  with  the  Leavitt-Hanson 
association.  The  Leavitt-Loberg  association  soils  are  located  on  the  north  and 
east  facing  slopes  where  the  grade  is  from  30  to  50%.  There  is  no  part  of  this 
planned  subdivision  that  has  been  or  will  be  laid  out  on  the  Leavitt-Loberg 
association  of  soil  type. 
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In  May,  1973,  twelve,  10  ft.  deep  soil  test  pits  were  dug  at  various  locations 
on  the  subject  property.  The  primary  purposes  of  these  pits  was  to  determine  if 
the  groundwater  in  the  spring  would  be  within  10  ft.  of  the  surface.  No  ground- 
water  was  found  at  any  of  the  pits.  In  general,  the  loamy  top  soil  was  found  to 
be  12  to  18  inches  deep,  and  the  various  soils  below  were  generally,  cobbly,  gravelly, 
deep  and  well  drained.  In  the  SW  corner  of  the  property,  the  soils  were  found  to 
be  sandy,  gravel  type  with  only  a limited  amount  of  clay  material.  Percolation 
tests  at  this  location  indicated  their  suitability  for  location  of  the  filtering 
ponds  for  the  effluent  of  the  sewage  treatment  plant  for  Beaver  Creek  South. 

A report  on  "Potential  Water  Sources"  has  been  prepared  by  Donald  Alford,  Geo- 
physical Consultant.  It  is  hereby  included  as  part  of  the  draft  environmental 
impact  statement. 

It  is  the  purpose  of  this  report  to  discuss  the  potential  sources  of  water 
supplies  for  the  development  at  Beaver  Creek  South,  located  in  the  Gallatin 
Canyon  immediately  south  of  the  confluence  of  Beaver  Creek  with  the  Gallatin 
River  in  the  southeast  corner  of  Section  17,  T S,  R.  E.,  Gallatin  County,  Montana. 

This  report  will  concern  itself  primarily  with  a discussion  of  the  potential  for 
the  development  of  sufficient  water  supplies  from  the  surficial  geological  materials 
to  supply  the  domestic  needs  of  the  development  and  is  not  considered  to  be  a com- 
plete hydrologic  evaluation  of  the  development.  The  discussion  is  based  primarily 
on  an  examination  of  the  near  surface  characteristics  of  the  geologic  materials  in 
the  area  and  their  relationships  to  the  surface  drainage  pattern  of  this  portion  of 
the  Gallatin  Canyon.  Since  no  drilling  program  has  as  yet  been  undertaken  by  the 
developers  at  the  site,  the  thickness  of  the  geologic  formations  which  are  con- 
sidered to  represent  the  best  source  of  water,  is  conjectural. 

Geology 

This  discussion  of  the  geology  of  Beaver  Creek  South  is  taken  largely  from  Hall 
(1961),  modified  to  some  extent  by  observations  of  this  writer. 

The  area  occupied  by  Beaver  Creek  South  is  presumably  completely  underlain  by  the 
Thermopolis  Shale  which  is  Cretaceous  in  age.  Hall  (1961,  P.  66),  states  that: 

"Overlying  the  upper  sandstone  member  of  the  Kootenai  (lower  Cretaceous) 
with  apparent  conformity  are  some  150  feet  of  medium  to  dark  gray, 
very  fissile  carbonaceous  shales  and  unevenly  bedded  siltstones, 
possibly  of  non-marine  origin.  This  shale  has  previously  been  in- 
cluded by  others  as  the  lowest  member  of  the  "Colorado  shale"  which 
includes  rocks  of  both  Early  j^ate  Cretaceous  age.  This  shale  may 

be  the  terrestrial  or  brackish-water  equivalent  of  the  marine 
Thermopolis  shale  of  VJyomlng  and  is  tentatively  so  considered  on  the 
basis  of  stratigraphic  position  and  lithologic  simllarlity . " 

The  Kootenai  formation,  which  underlies  the  Thermopolis  shale  in  the  area,  is 
some  400  feet  thick  (Hall,  p.  64),  and  consists  of  Interbedded  non-marine  conglom- 
erates, claystones,  fresh-water  limestones  and  sandstones. 

The  dip  of  these  formations  in  the  study  area  is  gently  (approximately  5°) 
northward  to  northeastward. 

Locally  overlying  the  Thermopolis  (?)  shale  within  the  study  area  are  a variety 
of  Quaternary  surficial  deposits  including  those  produced  by  gravity  movements 
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(QlSjsee  attached  map)  and  the  alluvium  deposited  by  Beaver  Creek  (Qalb)  and  the 
Gallatin  River  (Qalg) . The  Gallatin  River  alluvium  and  the  Beaver  Creek  alluvium 
have  been  differentiated  on  the  basis  of  a series  of  test  pits  excavated  to  a depth 
of  8’  to  12’  at  12  sites  in  the  study  area.  The  Gallatin  River  alluvium,  which 
composes  the  surficial  deposits  in  the  southeastern  corner  of  the  development, 
consists  of  interbedded,  well-sorted  gravel  and  sand  with  thin,  intermittent 
clay  lenses.  No  evidence  of  clay  was  found  within  the  gravel  and  sand  layers. 

The  Beaver  Creek  alluvium,  on  the  other  hand,  was  found  to  consist  of  very  poorly 
sorted  detritus,  ranging  in  size  from  boulders  greater  than  25  cm  in  diameter  to  a 
fairly  spatially  uniform  clay  matrix.  It  is  felt  that,  while  the  permeability  of 
the  Gallatin  River  alluvium  will  be  uniformly  high  throughout  the  study  area,  that 
of  the  Beaver  Creek  alluvium  will  have  a high  local  variability,  depending  primarily 
on  the  percentage  content  of  the  clay  fraction.  There  was  some  indication  from 
the  test  pits  that  the  clay  content  of  the  Beaver  Creek  alluvium  decreased  from 
east  to  west  but  no  tests  were  conducted  to  quantify  this  impression. 

No  attempts  were  made  to  determine  the  lithologic  character  of  the  landslide  de- 
posits (Qls)  since  it  is  not  felt  that  they  would  contribute  significantly  to  the 
water  supplies  of  the  area  although  their  hydrologic  characteristics  may  be  of 
some  significance  in  determining  their  present  stability. 

Hydrology 

The  primary  water  resources  of  the  area  are  represented  by  surface  flows  in  Beaver 
Creek  and  the  Gallatin  River  together  with  an  unknown  quantity  of  groundwater 
which  is  presumably  contained  in  the  Kootenai  formation.  It  has  been  estimated 
by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  Dept,  of  Agriculture  (1972)  that  some  350,000 
acre-feet  of  water  represents  the  total  mean  annual  flow  of  the  Gallatin  River 
at  the  mouth  of  the  West  Fork,  a few  miles  downstream  from  the  confluence  of 
Beaver  Creek  with  the  Gallatin  River.  This  same  source  gives  9,000  acre-feet 
as  the  annual  discharge  of  Beaver  Creek.  It  is  presumed  that  the  near-surface 
(i.e.,  those  contained  in  the  Quaternary  alluvium)  groundwater  resources  of  the 
study  area  are  intimately  connected  to  the  surface  stream  flow  past  the  site. 

Because  of  the  apparent  high  permeability  of  the  Gallatin  River  alluvium  and  the 
large  volume  of  annual  surface  flow,  it  is  suggested  that  this  unit  represents 
the  most  probable  source  of  developable  water  supplies  of  the  quantity  required 
by  Beaver  Creek  South.  The  only  qualification  given  to  this  statement  is  that  the 
total  depth  of  the  gravels  is  not  known  at  this  time  and  they  must  extend  to  below 
the  elevation  of  the  Gallatin  River  to  be  productive.  A minimum  thickness  of  30' 
is  felt  to  be  required.  Locally,  the  Beaver  Creek  alluvium  should  yield  water  but 
the  quantities  will  be  much  smaller  due  to  lower  transmissibility  of  the  unit  in 
general  and  the  greater  local  variability  of  this  characteristic. 

The  second  potential  source  of  water  for  the  development  is  an  upper  sand  member 
of  the  Kootenai  formation,  which,  while  it  is  nowhere  exposed  in  the  study  area, 
is  presumably  present  at  depth  of  100  - 150'.  This  member  of  the  Kootenai  formation 
is  a productive  acquifer  almost  everywhere  it  is  encountered  in  the  State  of 
Montana  and  very  large  sections  of  the  State  are  dependent  upon  it  for  water 
supplies.  Water  derived  from  the  Kootenai  formation  may  have  a high  dissolved 
mineral  content  which  may  include  iron,  calcium,  etc.  The  entire  400'  thickness 
of  the  Kootenai  formation  is  a potential  water  source,  depending  upon  local  con- 
dition of  permeability. 
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In  addition,  Donald  Alford  prepared  a report  on  factors  influencing  slope  stability, 
and  his  concluding  remarks  are  hereby  included  in  the  environmental  impact  statement. 

General  Conclusions 

The  Gallatin  Canyon  area  of  Montana  is  characterized  by  virtually  every  type  of  mass- 
movement  which  is  known  to  occur.  These  include  rockfalls,  rockslides,  talus  de- 
posits, rapid  and  slow  slumpage,  earthflows  and  mudflows.  It  is  apparent  that 
if  all  development  were  proscribed  in  and  near  areas  of  mass-gravity  movements, 
not  even  a road  would  now  exist  in  the  Canyon. 

It  appears  that  a majority  of  the  geomorpic  features  recognizeable  as  mass-gravity 
phenomena  are  quasi-stable  under  present  environmental  conditions  which  exist 
in  the  Gallatin  Canyon.  Most  of  them  are  presumably  remnants  of  past  periods  of 
increased  water  availability  at  the  surface,  either  from  glacier  melt  or  periods 
of  increased  precipitation.  Some  are  undoubtedly  the  result  of  the  1959  Hebgen 
Lake  earthquake.  Certainly,  there  is  no  uniform  state  of  conditional  instability 
which  would  allow  the  development  of  regionally  valid  criteria  for  the  determination 
of  the  type  of  construction  which  is  possible  on  any  given  slope. 

The  effects  of  human  activities  is  equally  indeterminate,  l^ile  the  construction 
of  roads  and  buildings  may  constitute  a sufficient  cause  for  the  initiation  of  slope 
instability,  this  is  by  no  means  a foregone  conclusion.  Under  certain  conditions, 
primarily  when  these  activities  result  in  a decrease  in  soil  moisture,  construction 
may  even  contribute  to  slope  stabilization.  It  is  quite  likely  that  the  con- 
struction of  roads  across  convex  slopes  will  probably  invariably  result  in  some 
slumping  but,  given  a certain  amount  of  care,  this  type  of  surface  morphology  can 
be  avoided.  This  is  primarily  an  engineering  problem  except  in  areas  when  ^.ome 
type  of  movement  is  occurring  under  natural,  unmodified  conditions. 


Tu'o  wells  have  been  drilled  on  the  property.  One  is  at  a depth  of  52  feet  and  has 
been  rated  at  52  gallons  per  minute.  The  other  is  43  feet  and  rated  at  60  gallons 
per  minute.  The  well  logs  read  as  follows: 


Depth 

(Feet) 

Depth 

(Feet) 

Frcm 

To 

Format ion 

From 

To 

Formation 

0 

9 

Clay 

0 

2 

Topsoil 

9 

20 

Very  dirty  gravels 

2 

26 

Loose  claybound  sand  - 

with  large  rocks 

gravel  to  rocks 

20 

28 

Dirty  gravels  - rocks 

26 

40 

Sands 

28 

52 

Red  Shale 

40 

43 

Porais  rock 
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It  is  anticipated  that  no  single  well  will  serve  more  than  eight  dwellings  or 
more  than  24  persons,  thus  avoiding  any  public  water  system  regulations.  A property 
owners  association  would  be  responsible  for  maintenance  of  the  systems. 

Can-Tex  Industries’  diffused  air  type  sewage  treatment  units  are  proposed.  BOD 
and  suspended  solids  should  be  reduced  80  to  90  percent  and  fecal  coliforms  re- 
duced to  200  per  100  milliliters,  thus  affording  the  equivalent  of  secondary  treat- 
ment. Plans  and  specifications  for  these  sewage  treatment  units  are  available  for 
inspection  in  the  Helena  office  of  the  Water  Quality  Bureau.  Wastewater  disposal 
would  be  through  the  use  of  rapid  infiltration  ponds.  Morrison-Maierle , Inc., 
consulting  engineers,  provided  the  following  concerning  the  proposed  disposal 
system: 

Two  percolation  ponds  are  proposed,  each  containing  about  20,000  square  feet  of 
bottom  area.  The  percolation  area  will  be  topsoiled  and  planted  to  Reed  Canary 
grass.  Maximum  dosing  rate  of  secondary  treated  effluent  would  amount  to 
approximately  0.10  ft/day  (0.75  gal/sq .f t . /day)  under  initial  development  to  0.466 
ft/day  (3.50  gal/sq .ft. /day)  with  ultimate  development.  The  average  dosing  rate 
would  be  1/2  these  values. 

Reed  Canary  grass  is  a hearty  plant  that  can  withstand  large  quantities  of  water. 

The  grass  is  being  used  primarily  for  nutrient  removal;  however,  improved  percolation 
is  a secondary  benefit.  Tests  have  shown  that  the  infiltration  rate  can  be  25% 
higher  in  a grass  covered  basin  that  in  a bare  soil  basin. 

High  percentages  of  phosphate  removal  are  expected  through  plant  uptake  and  ad- 
sorption by  soil  particles.  The  depth  of  soil  column  to  the  groundwater  is  more 
than  generous  for  this  purpose. 

Nitrogen  removal  is  probably  the  item  of  most  concern  and  will  require  some  care 
in  operation  and  management  to  accomplish  desired  results.  The  direct  uptake  of 
nitrogen  by  the  grass  roots  for  Reed  Canary  grass  is  estimated  to  be  about  200 
pounds  per  acre  per  year.  (U.S.  COE  Special  Report  171,  May,  1972  states  226 
pounds  per  acre  per  year  for  Reed  Canary  Grass).  Possibly  more  significant  than 
plant  uptake  is  nitrogen  removal  by  biodenitrification,  an  anaerobic  process  whereby 
nitrates  are  reduced  mainly  to  nitrogen  gas  which  escapes  to  the  atmosphere. 

Studies  conducted  by  Herman  Bouwer  at  the  Flushing  Meadows  Project  in  Arizona 
determined  that  this  nitrogen  removal  process  contributed  to  the  largest  portion 
of  nitrogen  removed.  However,  they  were  loading  the  percolation  ponds  at  extreme 
rates,  averaging  about  7 1/2  gallons  per  square  foot  per  day  which  contributed  for 
more  nitrogen  than  the  grass  roots  could  possibly  take  up. 

High  percentages  of  nitrogen  removal  do  not  take  place  with  frequent,  short  in- 
undation periods  when  complete  aerobic  conditions  prevail.  However,  there  is 
significant  nitrogen  removal  for  longer  inundation  periods  when  oxygen  is  limited 
allowing  denitrification  of  the  nitrates  present.  Since  the  loading  rates  at 
Beaver  Creek  South  will  be  considerably  less  than  the  regular  high  rate  percolation 
ponds,  it  is  expected  that  a higher  percentage  of  the  nitrogen  removal  will  be  by 
plant  uptake.  However,  during  the  winter  months  the  denitrification  process  along 
with  adsorption  by  the  clay  fraction,  would  play  a more  important  role. 

Careful  scheduling  of  inundation  and  dry-up  periods  of  the  percolation  ponds  is 
important  to  achieve  the  highest  degree  of  nitrogen  removal.  Longer  inundation 
periods  are  desirable  for  nitrogen  removal  in  grassed  basins  where  nitrogen 
loadings  exceed  uptake  capacities  of  the  grass.  Dry-up  periods,  however,  are 


Page  8 


necessary  to  allow  oxygen  to  enter  the  soil  for  the  aerobic  bacteria  that  decompose 
the  organic  waste  matter  and  to  obtain  a recovery  in  the  infiltration  rate. 

Numerous  wastewater  facilities  across  the  country  are  successfully  utilizing 
percolation  ponds  or  other  methods  of  surface  disposal  of  treated  wastewater.  Fol- 
lowing is  a brief  summary  of  data  collected  from  some  of  these  facilities  as  related 
to  loading  rates,  nutrient  removal  efficiences  and  other  pertinent  information. 

1.  FLUSHING  MEADOWS  PROJECT  - Phoenix,  Arizona. 

Reference  - "Water  Quality  Aspects  of  Intermittent  Systems  Using  Secondary 
Sewage  Effluent"  by  Herman  Bouwer,  U.  S.  Water  Conservation  Laboratory, 

Phoenix,  Arizona. 

(a)  Grassed  percolation  ponds  (Bermuda  Grass) . 

(b)  Soil  profile  - 3 feet  fine  loamy  sand  underlying  by  coarse  sand  and  gravel. 

(c)  Depth  to  water  table  = 10  feet. 

(d)  Infiltration  Rates  = 1 to  3 feet/day  (7.5  to  22.5  gal/sq.f t./day) . 

(e)  Wastewater  applied  - secondary  effluent. 

(f)  With  inundation  periods  of  2 to  3 weeks  the  nitrogen  was  reduced  between  1 a.id 

3 mg/1  at  20  foot  depth  test  wells  located  100  feet  from  the  percolation 
ponds.  Phosphates  average  about  1.5  mg/1  at  the  same  test  wells. 

2.  ROBERT  A.  TAFT  WATER  RESEARCH  CENTER  - Cincinnati,  Ohio. 

Reference  - "Soil  Systems  for  Liquid  Waste  Treatment  and  Disposal:  Environmental 
Factors"  by  Warren  A.  Schwartz  and  Thomas  W.  Bendixen,  WPCF  Journal,  April  1970. 

(a)  Lysimeter  studies  with  and  without  vegetation. 

(b)  Vegetation  used  - Reed  Canary  Grass. 

(c)  Soils  - Ottawa  silica  sand  and  Downs  silt  loam. 

(d)  Unsaturated  depth  of  soil  - 5 feet  represents  an  adequate  depth  in  most  situations. 

(e)  Wastewater  applied  - Secondary  Trickling  Filter  Effluent. 

(f)  At  loading  rate  of  1 gal/sq .f t . /day  on  bare  soil,  phosphorous  removal  was 

98%,  ammonia  nitrogen  96%,  and  total  nitrogen  48%. 

(g)  At  loading  rate  of  1 gal/sq.f t./day  on  Reed  Canary  grass,  phosphorous  removal 

was  99%,  ammonia  nitrogen  96%  and  total  nitrogen  85%. 

(h)  Vegetation  on  soil  surface  increases  hydraulic  longevity  by  a factor  of  2. 

(i)  Biological  treatment  is  the  main  victim  of  cold  weather.  The  adverse  effects 

of  cold  weather  operations  can  be  overcome  by  achieving  biological  maturity 
in  the  system  prior  to  the  onset  of  the  cold  season. 

(j)  Over  99%  of  plant  nitrates  and  92%  of  the  total  plant  nitrogen  is  lost  to  the 

atmosphere  when  the  grass  is  burned. 

3.  SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY,  CHICAGO  - SOUTH  END  LAKE  MICHIGAN,  SOUTHEASTERN  MICHIGAN, 

CLEVELAND- AKRON  METROPOLITAN  AND  MERRIMACK  RIVER  BASIN  AREAS  - 

Reference  - "Assessment  of  the  Effectiveness  and  Effects  of  Land  Disposal 

Methodologies  of  Wastewater  Management",  Wastewater  Management  Report  72-1, 

U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  January  1972. 

(a)  Wastewater  Applied  - Secondary  Effluent. 

(b)  Rapid  Infiltration  Ponds  - Design  loadings  suggested  up  to  330  ft/year  (6.8 

gal/sqyf t . /day  average). 

(c)  Removal  of  BOD  and  SS  in  Rapid  Infiltration  Ponds  is  very  effective  - over 

99%. 

(d)  Rapid  Infiltration  Ponds  with  grass  - field  results:  Case  1 - Application  = 3 

feet/day  (22.5  gal/sq. ft. /day)  14  day  infiltration,  14  day  rest,  silty 
sand  soil  with  2%  clay,  total  nitrogen  removal  = 80%,  phosphate  removal  = 

62%. 
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Case  2 - Application  = 4.5  feet/day  (34.5  gal/sq.ft. /day)  6 month  infiltration, 

6 month  rest,  sandy  soil  with  0%  clay,  total  nitrogen  removal  - 92.4%, 
phosphate  removal  = 92.5%. 

(e)  Estimated  Effectiveness  of  Rapid  Infiltration  Ponds  - Application  - 330  ft/year 

(6.8  gal/sq.ft. /day)  10  days  infiltration,  4 days  rest,  sandy  gravel  soil 
with  continuous  vegetation,  nitrogen  removal  = 80%,  phosphate  removal  = 

90%. 

(f)  Volatilization  of  nitrogen  gases  through  biological  nitrification  - denitrification 

remains  the  major  mechanism  of  nitrogen  removal  in  Rapid  Infiltration  Ponds. 

(g)  An  increasing  clay  content  in  the  soil  will  increase  denltif ication  and 

nitrogen  and  phosphate  removal  by  adsorption. 

(h)  The  nitrogen  removal  in  rapid  infiltration  ponds  is  mainly  governed  by  the 

period  the  basin  is  inundated.  A longer  period  gives  a better  balance  between 
aerobic  and  anaerobic  conditions  necessary  for  nitrification-denitrification. 
However,  prolonged  inundation  periods,  which  create  permanent  anaerobic 
conditions,  should  be  avoided. 

4.  MISCELLANEOUS  PROJECTS  - 

Reference  - "EPA  Studies  on  Applying  Sludge  and  Effluent  to  the  Land",  by 
Curtis  C.  Harlin,  Jr.:  Chief,  National  Water  Quality  Control  Research  Program; 

Robert  S.  Kerr,  Environmental  Research  Laboratory,  EPA,  Ada,  Oklahoma,  Compost 
Science,  July-Aug.,  1973. 

INFILTRATION-PERCOLATION  STUDIES  - 

(a)  Four  projects  studied  in  the  southwestern  states  and  2 projects  in  the  north 

central  states. 

(b)  Denitrification  in  the  soil  plays  a major  role  in  obtaining  nitrogen  removal. 

(c)  Results  of  the  colder  north  central  states  projects  were  similar  to  those 

observed  in  the  southwest  although  climatic  and  soil  differences  necessitates 
different  rates  of  loadings. 

(d)  Short  flooding  and  drying  cycles  resulted  in  high  nitrate  concentrations  in 

the  groundwater  immediately  under  the  percolation  site. 

(e)  Longer  flooding  periods  resulted  in  total  nitrogen  removal  at  one  north  central 

site  of  70%  and  80%  near  Phoenix. 

(f)  Quote  - "Our  experiences  from  these  projects  indicate  the  infiltration-perco- 

lation approach  can  be  utilized  effectively  to  achieve  specified  levels  of 
tertiary  treatment  at  selected  sites". 

5.  OVERVIEW  - 

Reference  - "Wastewater  Treatment  and  Reuse  by  Land  Application"  - EPA  - 
660/2-73-006a,  August,  1973. 

INFILTRATION-PERCOLATION  PONDS  - 

(a)  Infiltration  Rates  - Moderate  = 4”  to  60"  per  week  (.35  to  5.5  gal/sq.f t./day) . 
High  rate  = 5’  to  10'  per  week  (5.5  to  11  gal  /sq .f t . /day) . 

(b)  Soils  with  infiltration  rates  of  4"  per  day  to  2 feet  per  day,  or  more, 

are  desirable  for  percolation  ponds. 

(c)  Phosphorous  removals  generally  range  from  70  to  90  percent  depending  on 

physical  and  chemical  characteristics  of  the  soil  that  influence  retention 
of  phosphorous . 

(d)  Nitrogen  removals  are  generally  poor  unless  specific  operating  procedures 

are  established  to  maximize  denitrification. 

(e)  Increased  nitrogen  and  phosphorous  can  be  removed  with  vegetation  through 

plant  uptake  with  harvest. 

(f)  At  Lake  George,  New  York,  phosphorous  retention  in  some  percolation  ponds 

appears  to  have  been  exhausted  through  10  feet  of  soil.  The  system  has 
been  operating  about  35  years  at  moderate  rates  of  7 to  15  inches  per  week. 
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(g)  At  Lake  George,  the  snow  and  ice  do  not  present  serious  problems.  As  the  basins 

are  flooded,  the  ice  floats  7-8  inches  and  serves  to  insulate  the  soil  sur- 
face from  further  lowering  of  temperature. 

(h)  Infiltration-Percolation,  Use  in  cold  climates  - excellent. 

6.  PENN  STATE  PROJECT  - 

Reference  - "Crop  Selection  and  Management  Alternatives  - Perennials",  by 
William  E.  Sopper,  Penn  State  University,  Proceedings  of  the  Joint  Con- 
ference on  Recycling  Municipal  Sludges  and  Effluents  on  Land,  July,  1973. 

(a)  Perennial  grasses  appear  to  be  the  most  suitable  for  wastewater  disposal. 

(b)  Secondary  effluent  applied  to  Reed  Canary  grass,  all  seasons. 

(c)  Average  application  - 2 inches  per  week  1965-1970. 

(d)  During  6 year  period,  2127  pounds  of  nitrogen  were  applied  to  Reed  Canary  Grass. 

A total  of  2071  pounds  were  removed  in  the  harvested  crop,  resulting  in  a 
renovation  efficiency  of  97.3%. 

(e)  Annual  renovation  efficiencies  on  phosphorous  varied  from  24  to  63  percent. 

(f)  Quote  - "In  summary,  it  appears  that  there  is  sufficient  evidence  to  indicate 

that  perennial  grass  management  systems  are  adaptable  to  municipal  waste- 
water,  and  that  the  wastewater  can  be  satisfactorily  renovated." 

7.  OVERVIEW  - 

"Treatment  Processes  and  Environmental  Impacts  of  Liquid  Waste  Disposal  on 
Soil",  by  Eugene  B.  Welch  and  Demetrios  E.  Spyridakis,  Fourth  Annual  Environ- 
mental Engineers'  Conference,  Montana  State  University,  February,  1973. 

(a)  Plant  uptake  of  phosphorous  and  nitrogen  combined  with  biological  and  chemical 

immobilization  of  phosphorous  and  volatilization  of  nitrogen  through 
biological  and/or  chemical  denitrification,  and  escape  of  ammonia  from 
alkaline  soils,  and  nitrate  leaching  provide  the  main  mechanisms  for  nitrogen 
and  phosphorous  removals  from  soil  solution. 

(b)  80-90%  nitrogen  removals  by  soil  systems  are  Indicated  by  values  obtained  the 

last  15-20  years  in  comparable  experimental  systems  under  a variety  of 
environmental  conditions. 

(c)  Efficiencies  of  nitrogen  removal  may  be  increased  (greater  than  90%)  and  main- 

tained for  many  years  by  additions  of  organic  carbon. 

(d)  A high  carbon-nitrogen  ratio  will  accumulate  nitrogen  in  the  soil  minimizing 

loss  through  leaching.  Increased  soil  organic  matter  will  also  maintain 
or  improve  soil  structure,  increase  the  potential  for  plant  uptake  and 
aid  aeration  and  water  flow  processes. 

8.  SUMMARY  REPORT  - 

"Project  Report  of  Pilot  Studies  on  the  Use  of  Soils  as  Waste  Treatment  Media" 
(1962-1967),  by  Warren  A.  Schwartz,  Thomas  W.  Bendixen,  and  Richard  E.  Thomas, 
FWPCA,  July,  1967. 

(a)  Vegetation  on  soil  - Reed  Canary  grass  and  soil  removed  85  percent  of  the 

total  nitrogen  dosed,  vs.  48%  for  bare  soil. 

(b)  Burning  of  the  grass  resulted  in  91.7%  of  the  total  nitrogen  lost  to  the 

atmosphere . 

(c)  Cold  temperatures  tend  to  suppress  biological  activity  in  the  winter,  but 

also  produce  several  other  effects.  Snow  or  ice  can  serve  as  insulation 
for  the  surface,  for  ice  frequently  forms  a bridge  over  the  surface,  with 
the  ponded  liquid  infiltrating  out  from  under  it. 

(d)  Nitrification  is  suppressed  with  cold  weather  startup  of  infiltration 

systems.  Summer  startups  provide  a more  mature  biological  system  resulting 
in  better  overall  seasonal  removals  of  total  nitrogen. 
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Assuming  a total  nitrogen  concentration  in  the  secondary  effluent  at  Beaver  Creek 
South  of  20  mg /I,  the  total  annual  nitrogen  applied  would  amount  to  about  910 
pounds  at  the  initial  development  (design  flow  = 15,000  gpd)  and  about  4,250  pounds 
at  ultimate  development  (design  flow  = 70,000  gpd).  Plant  uptake  for  Reed  Canary 
grass  would  remove  perhaps  200  pounds  per  acre.  To  provide  the  necessary  area  for 
complete  plant  uptake  of  the  nitrogen  would  require  in  excess  of  20  acres  at  design 
flows,  which  is  beyond  the  limits  of  a percolation  pond.  Biological  nitrification- 
denitrification  and  adsorption  must  then  be  relied  upon  to  remove  the  larger 
portion  of  the  nitrogen. 

It  is  proposed  that  the  percolation  ponds  be  Inundated  and  dried  on  14  day  cycles. 
The  rise  or  mounding  of  the  groundwater  table  as  a result  of  this  disposal  system 
is  expected  to  be  insignificant. 

In  addition  to  improving  nutrient  removal  and  providing  better  percolation 
capabilities,  the  Reed  Canary  grass  will  provide  additional  benefits  in  reducing 
water  content  through  evapotranspiration.  The  grass  vegetation  will  also  offer 
some  protection  against  freezing. 

Two  percolation  ponds  of  20,000  square  feet  each  are  planned  for  both  initial 
and  ultimate  development.  Dosing  rates  at  ultimate  development  would  still  be 
low  compared  to  rates  commonly  used.  However,  additional  percolation  pond  area  can 
be  added  after  gaining  operating  experience,  if  it  is  determined  that  the 
additional  area  will  benefit  treatment. 


It  should  be  noted  that  the  proposed  method  of  wastewater  disposal  is  still  under 
review  by  the  Water  (Quality  Bureau. 


Probable  Impacts  of  the  Project  on  the  Environment 

Impacts  from  development  of  this  property  would  undoubtedly  fall  within  the  range 
associated  with  the  residential  use  of  a mountain  valley.  A visual  impact  would 
certainly  result  fran  the  proposed  development.  The  severity  of  this  visual 
impact  is  purely  speculation  and  the  desirability  is  a matter  of  personal 
aesthetic  values. 

The  proposed  development  could  have  a minor  long-teim  unavoidable  adverse  impact 
on  air  quality,  from  particulates  (dust)  and  autcmotively-produced  pollutants. 
Emissions  from  the  heating  plants  would  contribute  to  the  minor  impact  on  air 
quality.  However,  it  should  be  noted  that  continued  development  of  scattered 
tracts  in  tlie  canyon  of  the  West  Gallatin  River  would  eventually  have  a greater 
impact  on  air  quality. 

The  Montana  Fish  and  Game  Department  has  offered  the  following  comments  with 
respect  to  the  proposed  development: 

One  of  our  greatest  concerns  with  developments  within  Gallatin  Canyon  is  the  des- 
truction of  wildlife  range.  Any  development  in  this  area  destroys  the  potential  of 
maintaining  wildlife  in  their  existing  numbers.  The  Beaver  Creek  South  sub- 
division is  no  exception  and  will  reduce  the  carrying  capacity  of  the  area  for 
wildlife.  For  example,  the  proposed  sub-division  and  the  immediate  area  currently 
winters  in  the  vicinity  of  ten  elk  plus  deer,  moose  and  game  birds  use  the  area 
during  different  times  of  the  year. 
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The  other  factor  related  to  wildlife  when  establishing  a sub-division  is  the  fact 
that  people  concentrations  tend  to  change  the  use  of  much  more  area  than  just  where 
they  physically  live.  For  example,  at  the  present  time  people  living  on  the  south 
end  of  the  Gallatin  Game  Range  plus  the  trustees  of  the  Ophir  Grade  School  complain 
about  hunting  on  the  Game  Range.  The  Gallatin  Game  Range  was  purchased  by  Montana 
Sportsmen  for  raising  elk  and  other  wildlife  and  hunting.  This  purchase  was  made 
before  any  extensive  development  occurred  in  the  area  and  people  who  later  built  in 
the  area  knew  it  was  a Game  Range.  Yet,  now  they  are  complaining  about  hunting. 
This  reminds  me  of  people  who  build  close  to  an  airport  and  then  complain  about 
the  airplane  noise.  The  Beaver  Creek  South  sub-division  is  also  located 
adjacent  (The  Montana  Fish  and  Game  owns  the  rest  of  Section  17)  to  the  Gallatin 
Game  Range  and  in  the  future  people  will  no  doubt  attempt  to  change  the  long 
established  hunting  use  of  a large  part  of  the  general  area.  A few  people  may  have 
an  effect  on  the  entire  Montana  hunting  public.  This  same  problem  can  be  further 
pointed  out  by  a proposal  by  The  Big  Sky  Corporation  to  make  a large  portion  of 
the  West  Fork  of  the  Gallatin  River  a game  refuge  and  allow  no  hunting. 

The  report  you  furnished  indicated  there  would  be  a central  sewage  treatment 
facility  but  no  real  details  were  available.  I cannot  really  accept  or  reject 
this  method  of  sewage  treatment  until  more  details  are  available.  Unless  at 
least  tertiary  sewage  treatment  is  planned,  it  is  my  feeling  that  in  time  water 
quality  degradation  will  occur  in  the  watercourse  in  the  area  even  though  the 
seepage  ponds  are  located  quite  far  away  from  either  stream. 


A Statement  on  the  community  impact  was  prepared  by  Brelsford  and  Associates  and 
is  included  here  as  part  of  the  environmental  impact  statonent. 

Beaver  Creek  South,  when  fully  developed,  will  include  200  dwelling  units.  The 
first  phase  of  the  development  will  include  a maximum  of  180  dwelling  units. 

On  September  19,  1973,  a call  was  made  to  Mr,  Bob  Sewall,  engineer  for  the 
Montana  Telephone  Company  in  Big  Timber,  MT.  which  serves  the  Big  Sky  area 
with  telephone  service.  A request  was  made  for  written  confirmation  of  their 
company's  ability  to  supply  adequate  and  necessary  telephone  service  to  the  200 
dwelling  units  of  Beaver  Creek  South. 

Montana  Power  Company  (Mr.  Dick  Johnson)  was  also  contacted  to  confirm  the 
availability  of  electric  power  for  lights,  heating  and  3/60/440  power  for  the 
sewage  treatment  plant.  Mr.  Johnson  said  there  would  be  "no  problem"  in 
supplying  the  needs  of  the  anticipaced  numbers  of  residents  of  Beaver  Creek 
South. 

A telephone  conversation  was  held  with  Mr.  Jerry  Beagley,  State  Forester  for 
the  Bozeman  area,  to  determine  the  availability  of  fire  fighting  assistance  in 
the  Big  Sky  area.  There  is  a forest  fire  district  in  that  area  for  fighting 
wild  fires.  These  are  the  responsibility  of  the  State  and  Federal  Forest 
Services.  For  structural  fires  of  commercial  and  residential  buildings,  a 
rural,  volunteer  fire  district  has  been  organized  in  the  Big  Sky  area.  They 
have  operated  for  about  two  years  and  have  a fire  truck  that  was  noted  by  Big 
Sky  of  Montana,  Inc.  Other  equipment  and  supplies  are  provided  for  by 
donations  and  fund  raising  activities. 
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A statement  from  Big  Sky  of  Montana,  Inc.  asserts  their  support  of  the  proposed 
development  and  is  hereby  included  as  part  of  the  environmental  impact  statement. 

Big  Sky  at  the  present  time  has  considerable  difficulty  arranging  for  employee 
housing  of  its  employees.  This  does  not  take  in  to  account  the  additional 
housing  problems  faced  by  other  persons  employed  in  the  Big  Sky  area  by  con- 
tractors, sub-contractors  and  commercial  lessees  doing  business  at  the  Big  Sky 
project. 

At  the  present  time  there  is  in  excess  of  600  people  employed  in  the  Big  Sky 
area  including  the  Big  Sky  personnel  and  those  employed  by  others.  At  total 
build-out,  Big  Sky  is  expected  to  carry  approximately  1000  full  time  employees 
in  its  payroll  which  will  be  augmented  by  construction  personnel  and  other 
individuals  employed  by  third  parties.  Big  Sky  presently  has  plans  to  complete 
in  two  phases,  housing  accommodations  for  approximately  176  employees  in  the 
Mountain  Village  and  has  already  completed  an  employee  housing  facility  for  50 
people  in  the  Meadow  Village.  Additionally,  Big  Sky  has  just  completed  a 42-p'’^’ 
mobil  home  park.  If  an  estimate  of  three  persons  per  trailer  is  made,  we 
therefore  will  have  a total  of  342  accommodations  for  people  in  the  Big  Sky 
project.  We  are,  therefore,  seriously  short  of  housing  accommodations  for  em- 
ployees and  workers  at  Big  Sky  even  at  the  present  time.  This,  of  course,  does 
not  include  those  persons  who  buy  condominiums  and/or  lots  within  Big  Sky — this 
number  is  expected  to  be  relatively  small  in  comparison  with  the  total  number  of 
people  for  whom  accommodations  will  be  needed. 

Because  of  the  unavailability  of  housing  facilities  in  the  future  for  a rather 
significant  number  of  people,  we  certainly  do  welcome  plans  for  the  same  to  be 
provided  by  others  with  proximity  to  the  Big  Sky  project — so  long  as  they  are 
compatible  with  the  existing  quality  and  architecture  in  the  area.  From  what 
you  have  told  me  of  your  project,  this  certainly  will  be  the  case  and  we  can 
only  say  that  we  wish  to  encourage  you  with  your  program  and  the  sooner  you  can 
offer  this  type  of  residential — apartment  housing,  the  sooner  we  will  receive 
some  relief  from  our  employee  housing  problems. 


Of  primary  concern  is  the  effect  the  proposed  subdivision  would  have  on  water 
quality.  The  primary  source  of  potential  water  degradation  would  be  from  dis- 
posal of  wastewater  from  the  sewage  treatment  plant.  This  was  discussed  in  the 
section  on  sewage  disposal. 


Alternatives  available  to  this  department 

1.  Approve  the  subdivision  plat  as  submitted.  From  the  data  submitted,  the 
department  must  give  serious  consideration  to  this  alternative.  Adequate 
evidence  that  a water  supply  that  is  sufficient  in  terms  of  quality,  quantity, 
and  dependability  has  been  given.  Approved  solid  waste  facilities  are 
available. 

A central  sev/age  system  is  planned.  When  it  is  determined  what  pond  area  and 
dosing  rates  of  wastewater  frcm  the  sewage  treatment  would  insure  the  quality 
of  ground  and  surface  waters,  then  the  proposed  development  would  appear 
to  meet  the  concept  criteria  required  by  MAC  16-2 .14 (10) -S14340  and  Section 
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69-5001  through  69-5005,  R.C.M.  1947.  At  that  time,  there  would  be 
but  one  option  open  to  the  department  and  that  would  be  for  approval. 

2.  Refuse  to  approve  the  subdivision  plat  as  submitted.  When  the  above- 

mentioned  pond  areas  and  dosing  rates  have  been  established,  the  department 
could  not  justify  the  exercise  of  this  alternative.  Although  there  would 
be  adverse  environmental  effects  on  wildlife  and  to  many  a degradation  of  the 
aesthetic  quality  of  the  area,  no  legislative  mandate  is  in  effect  which 
would  give  legal  justification  for  refusing  to  grant  subdivision  plat 
approval  based  on  these  grounds. 


Short- term/ long- term  comparisons 

Long-term  worth  is  best  represented  by  the  intangible  value  inherent  in  leaving 
the  land  undeveloped  for  wildlife  habitat.  In  the  short-term,  the  land  is  most 
economically  valuable  as  a residential  subdivision.  Being  designed  for  peimanent 
residences,  it  would  be  expected  that  this  proposed  development  would  reduce  the 
pressure  for  mobile  hone  parks  and  other  residential  subdivisions. 


Irreversible  canmitment  of  resources 


There  would  be  a commitment  of  non -recyclable  building  materials  used  in  the  con- 
struction of  tliis  development.  The  land  would  be  broken  into  a multiplicity  of 
ownerships,  which  would  probably  be  irrevokable. 


Comments 


On  November  11,  1973,  an  advertized  public  hearing  on  the  proposed  development 
was  held  by  the  Gallatin  County  Planning  Director  and  the  City-County  Planning 
Board.  No  public  comment  was  made. 


This  statement  was  prepared  by  Alfred  P.  Keppner,  B.S.F.,  M.S.,  Soils  Scientist, 
with  information  furnished  by  Brelsford  and  Associates,  Morrison-Maierle,  Inc., 
Montana  Department  of  Highways,  Montana  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  and  the  Gallatin 
County  Superintendent  of  Schools. 
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Department  of  Health  and  Er^ronmental  Sciences 
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June  26,  1974 


Honorable  Thomas  Judge,  Governor,  State  of  Montana,  Helena 
Don  Brelsford,  Brelsford  & Associates,  P.  0.  Box  1252, 

Bozeman 

Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 
City-County  Planning  Board,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 
City-County  Health  Department,  Box  639,  Bozeman 
Gallatin  County  Attorney,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 
Jim  DeWolfe,  Bozeman  Chronicle,  Bozeman 
Morrison-Maierle,  Inc.,  910  Helena  Avenue,  Bozeman 
Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning, 
Helena 

Department  of  State  Lands,  Helena 

Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation,  Helena 
Department  of  Highways,  Helena 

Ronald  Schleyer,  Lee  State  Bureau,  317  Allen,  Helena 
Rick  Graetz,  Box  894,  Helena 

Perry  Nelson,  Gallatin  Sportsmen's  Association,  526  North 
Bozeman  Avenue,  Bozeman 

Louis  Moos,  Sacajawea  Audubon  Society,  712  South  13  Avenue, 
Bozeman 

Mary  Lee  Reese,  29  South  Alta,  Helena 

Dr.  Richard  C.  Ritter,  Box  1170,  Bozeman 

James  Posewitz,  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Helena 

Gallatin  National  Forest,  Federal  Building,  Bozeman 

Charles  Bradley,  1105  South  Tracy,  Bozeman 

Northern  Rockies  Action  Group,  #9  Placer  Street,  Helena 

Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena 

Ken  Porter,  502  South  Grand,  Bozeman 

Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212  Venture 
Center,  University  of  Montana,  Missoula 
Montana  State  Library,  Helena 

Doris  Milner,  Montana  Wilderness  Association,  Route  1,  Box 
1410,  Hamilton 

Ed  Mohler,  The  Gallatin  County  Tribune,  201  Mendenhall, 

Bozeman 

Bozeman  Public  Library,  Bozeman 

Environmental  Studies  Department,  Larry  Uman,  University 
of  Montana,  Missoula 

Gallatin  Canyon  Study  Team,  Montana  State  University,  Bozeman 
Beaver  Creek  South,  Inc.,  24  South  Willson,  Bozeman 
Consumer  Advocate,  Governor's  Office,  Helena 


MONTAM*  state  LIBRARY 
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Helena,  Montana  59601 
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Rick  Applegate,  Box  931,  Bozeman 

Joe  Sabol,  Attorney,  27  North  Tracy,  Bozeman 

Elizabeth  Smith,  2311  Highland  Court,  Bozeman 


Gentlemen 


This  final  environmental  impact  statement  for  Beaver  Creek 
South,  a proposed  subdivision  in  Gallatin  County,  is  sub- 
mitted for  your  consideration  pursuant  to  the  Montana  En- 
vironmental Policy  Act. 

If  you  have  any  questions  or  comments,  please  let  us  know. 
Sincerely  yours. 


D.  G.  Willems,  P.E.,  Chief 
Water  Quality  Bureau 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 


DGW:APK:sh 
Enclosure 
cc:  Dan  Vichorek 

Terry  Carmody 
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MONTANA  STATE  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH 
AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCES 


June  26,  1974 
E.S.  74/85 


A Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for 

BEAVER  CREEK  SOUTH, 

a proposed  subdivision  in  Gallatin  County,  Montana 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69- 
6504  (b)  (3) ; the  act  controlling  both  public  and  private 

water  supply  and  sewage  disposal  for  subdivisions.  Section 
69-5001  through  69-5005;  and  the  act  to  control  water  pol- 
lution, Section  69-4801  through  69-4827,  the  final  environ- 
mental impact  statement  was  prepared  by  the  Department  of 
Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  Environmental  Sciences 
Division,  Water  Quality  Bureau,  concerning  the  proposed  Beaver 
Creek  South  subdivision  in  Gallatin  Canyon,  for  which  a 
submittal  has  been  received  requesting  subdivision  plat 
approval. 

Location 


This  project  is  located  approximately  seven  miles  south  of 
the  Big  Sky  of  Montana  Meadow  Village  in  the  canyon  of  the 
West  Gallatin  River.  It  is  situated  in  the  SE  1/4  of 
Section  17,  Township  7 South,  Range  4 East,  MPM,  Beaver 
Creek  South,  Inc,,  a Montana  corporation,  intends  to  divide 
approximately  95  acres  into  72  lots  for  single-family  and 
multi-family  residences  with  a maximum  of  7 1/2  acres  along 
U.  S.  Highway  191  reserved  for  a neighborhood  commercial 
area.  Beaver  Creek  crosses  a portion  of  the  property  for 
about  a quarter  of  a mile  along  the  north  side.  The  right- 
of-way  of  U.  S.  Highway  191  forms  the  eastern  boundary, 

A draft  environmental  impact  statement  was  prepared  and  cir- 
culated for  the  proposed  Beaver  Creek  South  subdivision  on 
the  8th  day  of  April,  1974.  A 15-day  extension  to  the  mandatory 
30-day  period  for  accepting  comments  and  questions  was  re- 
quested by  the  State  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and 
Conservation.  This  extension  was  granted  in  compliance  with 
the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act.  Copies  of  the  draft 
statement,  along  with  a plat  and  various  exhibits  are  avail- 
able for  public  inspection  in  the  Helena  office  of  the  Water 
Quality  Bureau. 

Response  to  the  draft  environmental  statement  was  received 
from  the  State  Environmental  Quality  Council,  State  Department 


of  Highways,  Gallatin  Sportsmen's  Association,  U.  S.  Forest 
Service,  State  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conserva- 
tion, the  Northern  Rockies  Action  Group,  Inc,,  and  Dorothy 
Bradley  Applegate. 

The  Environmental  Quality  Council  offered  the  following 
comments: 

The  following  oorments  on  your  department's  EIS  for  Beaver 
Creek  South  subdivision  in  Gallatin  County  are  offered  to 
assist  your  agenoy  in  refining  its  EIS  process^  and,  hope- 
fully, to  improve  the  quality  of  the  proposed  subdivision. 

Pages  1 and  2.  If  the  proposed  oorrmeraial  area  is  intended 
to  oater  to  neighborhood  residents,  i.e.,  residents  of  the 
proposed  subdivision,  why  will  it  not  be  centrally  located 
rather  than  along  the  edge  of  the  subdivision  on  U.  S.  191? 
Although  the  highway  location  may  attract  more  customers, 
it  would  be  less  convenient  to  residents  of  the  subdivision 
and  would  sacrifice  some  of  the  aesthetic  qualities  of  U.  S. 

191  as  a scenic  highway. 

Page  7.  Careful  management  is  necessary  for  successful 
operation  of  any  land  disposal  system.  ¥ho  will  be  responsible 
for  operating  the  sewage  treatment  units  and  percolation  ponds? 

The  developer?  The  property  owners?  The  Department  of  Health 
and  Environmental  Sciences?  Wnat  qualifications  will  be  re- 
quired of  the  operator (s)? 

Page  11.  Eventually,  vegetation  will  rot  and  decompose.  De- 
composition products  may  enter  the  soil  and  groundwater 
systems  and  result  in  soil  plugging  and  water  contamination. 

It  may  be  advisable  to  harvest  the  reed  canany  grass  from 
time  to  time  to  avoid  these  problems  and  to  maintain  a 
healthy  stand  of  vegetation. 

Page  14.  Compatibility  "with  the  eccisting  quality  and 
architecture  in  the  area",  i.e..  Big  Sky,  would  probably 
but  the  price  of  a lot  and  structure  in  this  subdivision 
beyond  the  reach  of  the  average  employee  of  Big  Sky.  A 
real  question  is  whether  this  development  will  satisfy 
the  housing  shortage  for  Big  Sky  employees,  or  will  cater 
to  the  same  class  of  people  that  are  attracted  to  Big  Sky. 

In  conclusion,  a map  or  a scaled-down  plat  showing  the 
arrangement  of  lots,  park  dedication,  commercial  area,  soil 
types  and  filter  ponds  would  have  been  useful  in  orienting 
oneself  with  the  proposed  subdivision.  We  wish  to  comple- 
ment the  Department  of  Health  on  its  efforts  to  obtain 
pertinent  information  by  consulting  with  appropriate  agencies 
and  individuals  prior  to  circulation  of  the  draft  EIS. 
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'rhank  you  for-  your  efforts  toward  aorrrplianae  with  the 
Montana  Environmental  Poliay  Act. 


The  proposed  commercial  area  is  intended  to  cater  to  resi- 
dents of  the  subdivision,  and  the  highway  location  is 
designed  to  attract  other  customers.  However,  there  would 
be  only  one  access  approach  to  U.  S.  Highway  191,  and  the 
commercial  area  would  be  served  from  a proposed  frontage 
road . 

Any  sewage  disposal  system  that  requires  maintenance  needs 
careful  management.  The  Beaver  Creek  South  Association, 
which  would  be  comprised  of  the  lot  owners,  would  be  responsible 
for  operation  of  the  sewage  treatment  plant.  A qualified 
operator  would  have  to  be  hired  to  maintain  the  plant.  Since 
this  sewage  plant  would  serve  ten  or  more  families,  the 
operator  would  have  to  pass  an  examination  and  be  licensed 
by  the  Montana  Board  for  Certification  of  Water  and  Wastewater 
Operators . 

The  vegetation  would  have  to  be  harvested  from  any  type 
of  surface  disposal  system,  whether  it  be  an  infiltration 
pond  or  irrigation  system. 

Many  have  suggested  that  the  price  of  a lot  and  structure 
may  be  beyond  the  reach  of  most  employees  of  Big  Sky,  that 
the  development  would  not  solve  the  housing  problems  at  the 
resort  complex,  but  cater  to  the  same  class  of  people  that 
are  attracted  to  Big  Sky.  This  may  be  a valid  statement,  but 
has  no  bearing  on  the  decision  whether  or  not  to  approve 
the  plat. 

It  is  agreed  that  a plat  would  be  useful  to  one  reviewing 
an  environmental  impact  statement.  One  was  not  included 
in  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  budgetary 
reasons . 

The  State  Department  of  Highways  offered  the  following 
comments ; 

Reference  is  made  to  your  draft  environmental  impact 
statement  dated  April  8,  1974  on  the  subject  sub- 
division. As  pointed  out  in  the  statement^  this  sub- 
division will  generate  a large  amount  of  traffic  that 
will  utilize  U.  S.  191. 

After  reviewing  the  subdivision  plat  in  your  office 
we  have  the  following  comments. 
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1.  Access  to  U.  S.  191  shouU  he  limited  to  one  approach 
at  h%ghway  station  894+  51  + (Twin  Antler  Drive). 

2.  The  approach  at  this  point  should  be  in  accordance  with 
t^  Montana  Department  of  Highways  Approach  Standards 
for  Montana  Highways.  The  attached  page  26  from  this 
manual  illustrates  what  would  he  an  acceptable  approach 
^n  tUs  particular  situation.  It  is  recommended  that 
55  MPH  speed  to  used  for  determining  "F". 

S.  With  tu  approach  at  Twin  AntUr  Drive,  there  are  adequate 
interior  roads  to  serve  the  subdivision  without  allowinq 
my  other  access  to  U.  S.  191.  The  commercial  area  should 
be  from  the  proposed  frontage  road  adgacent  to 

U 9 S 9 19 1 9 

4.  It  is  requested  that  future  statements  include  a general 
location  map  and  a copy  of  the  proposed  subdivision 
plat. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  statement. 


^"ticxpated  that  Beaver  Creek  South  Association  will 
recommendations  of  the  State  Department  of 
roaH  necessary  for  access  to  this  primary 

undoubtedly  not  be  issued  if  the  approach 
at  Antler  Drive  did  not  meet  specifications. 
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PUBLIC  ACCESS  APPROACH 
RIGHT  TURN  LANE  & TAPERS 


The  applicant  shall  provide  ricjht-turn  lanes  or  tapers  as  part  of 
an  approach  or  driveway  system  if  the  department  determines  that  such 
right- turn  lanes  or  tapers  arc  required  to  minimize  congestion  or  hazard 
on  the  higliv'ay  caused  by  vehicles  entering  the  applicant's  approach.  A 
right- turn  lane  shall  be  preceded  by  a taper.  The  design  feature  dimensions 
of'a  right-turn  lane  and  taper  shall  conform  to  those  shown  below. 


RIGHT-TURN  LANE  AND  TAPERS 


Design 

Curbed  Higliv/oy 

Uncurbed  Higbwoy 

Feolures 

Stondord 

Ronge 

Stondord 

Range 

E 

10  ft 

no  ronge 

10  ft 

no  range 

Right-turn  Lone 

L ength 

F 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Right-turn  Lone 
Width 

G 

12  ft 

10  to  15  ft 

12  ft 

10  to  15  ft 

Entering 

Toper 

H 

150  ft  * 

50  to  150  ft. 

150  ft 

50  to  150  ft 

Exiting 

Toper 

J 

not  opplicoble 

50  ft 

50  to  150  ft' 

* If  o fight-turn  lone  is  used,  the  Entering  Toper  stondord  sholl  be  50  It. 
Without  o right-turn  lone,  the  Entering  Toper  stondord  sholl  be  150  ft. 


The  standard  shall  be  used  unless  engineering  judgment  determines  that  another 
dimension  within  the  range  is  more  suitable  for  a particular  site  or  special  con- 
dition and  is  approved  by  the  department. 


* * TO 

DETERMINE  F 

HIGHWAY 

RIGHT  TURN 

TAPER 

SPEED  M.P.H.  ■ 

LANE  F (FT.) 

.(FT.1_ 

25 

75 

50 

0 

150 

30 

100 

50 

0 

150 

35 

125 

50 

40 

175 

50 

45 

225 

50 

50 

275 

50 

1 55 

50  1 1 

’ 60 

400 

50 

65 

475 

50 

70 

550 

50 

The  Gallatin  Sportsmen's  Association  sent  in  the  following 
response  to  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement: 

appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  an  the  draft  en- 
vironmental impact  statement  for  the  proposed  Beaver  Creek 
South  subdivision  in  Gallatin  County.  Cur  main  concern 
is  for  wildlife^  mainly  elk^  in  the  area  of  the  subdivision 
and  adfacent  to  the  subdivision. 

Wildlife  provide  a mayor  source  of  recreation  in  the  Gallatin. 
Recreation  hunting  has  been  a traditional  and  necessary  form 
of  wildlife  management  for  years.  For  75  years,  Montana 
Sportsmen  have  invested  their  money  in  management  programs 
for  the  benefit  of  wildlife,  people  and  recreation.  The 
Beaver  Creek  South  subdivision  is  adyacent  to  the  Gallatin 
Game  Range  which  was  acquired  for  wildlife  winter  range 
and  hunting  in  1951  with  sportsmen* s money  generated  by 
hunting  license  fees  and  excise  taxes  on  sporting  aims  and 
ammunition. 

Since  1951  more  extensive  development  has  occurred  in  the 
area  and  the  newcomers  are  already  complaining  about  the 
hunting  on  the  game  range  and  adjoining  public  land.  While 
we  share  their  concern  we  must  remind  them  that  hunting 
has  been  an  established  use  of  wildlife  on  public  lands  since 
Montana  became  a state.  We  suggest  it  be  mandatory  that  sub- 
division developers  inform  prospective  buyers  of  the  fact 
that  hunting  on  public  lands  is  an  established  right! 

Environmental  impact  statements  often  convey  the  feeling  that 
wildlife  is  not  disturbed  by  development  and  merely  move  to 
another  part  of  the  forest  and  live  happily  ever  after.  Such 
a feeling  has  no  basis  in  fact  and  demonstrates  a lack  of 
appreciation  for  wildlife  ecology.  Most  Montana  wildlife, 
especially  the  big  game  species,  require  habitat  with 
yyildermess  type  characteristics.  Development  in  one  form 
or  another  and  the  year  long  people  activities  associated 
with  development  can  effectively  stop  wildlife  production 
in  the  impacted  area.  The  area  of  impact  is  always  a much 
larger  area  than  that  occupied  by  the  development  alone. 
Eventually , development  will  stop  the  production  of  the 
wildlife  dependent  upon  the  area  and  their  contribution  to 
the  wildlife  population  will  be  lost  forever. 

The  development  of  land  in  wildlife  winter  range  areas,  such  as 
Beaver  Creek  South  subdivision,  may  also  result  in  considerable 
economic  loss  to  Montana.  A recent  publication  indicates  that 
wildlife  in  the  area  of  the  proposed  subdivision  could  yield 
between  $50  to  $100  million  in  benefits  over  the  next  25  years^ . 


1 1974  The  Gallatin  Area,  Bulletin  344,  Gallaton  Canyon  Study 
Team,  National  Science  Foundation,  Cooperative  Extensive  Ser- 
vice, Montana  State  University , Bozeman,  Montana 
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To  realize  the  benefite  we  will  need  to  protect  the  wildlife 
habitat,  especially  the  winter  range  in  the  Gallatin,  Also, 
a basic  problem  must  be  recognized — wildlife  habitat  cannot 
simultaneously  be  used  for  both  wildlife  under  natural  con- 
ditions and  for  development  of  subdivisions  in  or  near  the 
wildlife  habitat. 

If  Big  Sky  of  Montana,  Inc,  feels  that  this  subdivision  is 
necessary  to  their  operation,  we  suggest  it  be  moved  into 
the  West  Fork  area  closer  to  Big  Sky  where  wildlife  is 
already  relegated  to  a minor  land  use, 

Montana  citizens  and  sportsmen  are  concerned  about  land  use 
control  in  relation  to  wildlife  range.  Unfortunately, 
concern  has  not  been  enough  and  the  legislature  "dropped  the 
ball"  when  it  came  to  seriously  considering  wildlife  in  laws 
dealing  with  planning  and  approving  subdivisions.  However, 
we  hope  the  State  of  Montana  will  show  concern,  pursuant 
to  the  Montana  Environmental  Folicy  Act,  for  wildlife,  for 
recreation  and  for  our  investment  in  wildlife  that  was  made 
for  the  benefit  of  all  people. 

Our  Association  is  not  in  favor  of  approving  this  subdivision 
because  of  the  adverse  impact  on  wildlife  and  on  public 
recreation  associated  with  wildlife. 


It  is  true  that  the  legislature  did  not  pass  legislation  which 
would  authorize  consideration  of  wildlife  habitat  in  the  plan- 
ning and  approving  of  subdivisions.  To  not  approve  the  sub- 
division based  on  adverse  impacts  on  wildlife  and  public 
recreation  based  on  wildlife  would  certainly  precipitate 
litigation  in  the  courts.  This  would  not  be  in  the  long- 
range  interest  of  wildlife  protection.  A probable  adverse 
decision  would  have  profound  effects  on  the  decision-making 
process  of  future  legislatures. 


The  U.  S.  Forest  Service  has  offered  the  following  comments; 

This  is  in  response  to  your  Draft  Environmental  Statement 
to  Beaver  Creek  South,  a proposed  subdivision  in  Gallatin 
County,  Montana, 

Page  3,  4th  Paragraph  - Brels  ford  and  Associates  have 
mode  the  most  favorable  interpretations  of  J.  A.  Olsen, 
et,  al.  "General  Soils  Maps  and  Soils  Interpretation" 
in  this  and  following  paragraphs.  This  paragraph  does 
not  say  but  I infer  tlmt  the  Neighborhood  Commercial 
and  Single  Family  Residences  will  also  be  confined  to  the 
Bigel-Hob  acker  Association  soils. 
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Page  11  and  12-1  echo  the  State  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  oonoem  and  would  add  that  the  development  will  ficrther 
restrict  game  movement,  particulanly  elk. 

Page  23,  6th  Paragraph  - Forest  Service  contact  with  Montana 
Power  Company  does  not  support  the  quote  of  "no  problem" 
in  supplying  the  power  needs  of  Beaver  Creek  South,  John 
Cromer  - Vice  President  for  Electrical  Operations  of  Montana 
Power  at  a 12/18/73  meeting  with  Forest  Supervisor  Hawkes 
told  us  that  additional  power  service  for  the  upper  Gallatin 
Canyon,  particularly  Big  Sky  of  Montana,  would  he  needed  by 
the  fall  of  1975,  We  have  since  received  application  for  a 
161  KV  line  from  Clyde  Bank  to  Dillon  to  meet  this  and  other 
needs.  The  developers  of  Beaver  Creek  South  should  be  aware 
that  this  proposed  powerline  has  not  and  may  not  be  approved. 
Development  of  Beaver  Creek  should  not  be  carried  beyond  the 
present  power  capacity  in  the  Gallatin  Canyon.  If  in  fact  all 
present  power  capacity  is  allocated,  they  should  not  proceed 
with  their  development  until  additional  power  is  assured. 

Page  12,  7th  Paragraph  - The  Gallatin  Forest  Fire  Protection 
District  does  not  include  the  land  on  this  proposed  subdivision 
and  thus  the  U,  S.  Forest  Service  would  not  be  responsible 
for  wildland  fire  suppression  on  this  property.  Adjacent 
forested  land  is,  however,  within  the  fire  protection  district. 
The  proposed  subdivision  would  therefore  have  to  depend  on 
the  volunteer  fire  district  for  both  structural  and  wildland 
fire  protection. 

Page  13,  7th  Paragraph  - The  treatment  of  the  effect  on  traffic 
is  very  incomplete.  No  date  is  placed  on  the  ADT's  given.  I 
would  assume  these  figures  are  current.  In  1971  the  State  of 
Montana  Highway  Department  estimated  the  present  highway  will 
carry  4,500  ADT,  At  that  time  they  said  that  in  1969  an 
average  increase  of  43  cars  per  day  each  year  without  Big  Sky 
or  an  ADT  in  1980  of  3,181  cars.  Big  Sky  traffic  by  1980  was 
estimated  at  600  additional  oars  per  day  or  3,781  ADT.  Today 
we  have  Beaver  Creek  South  with  an  estimated  900  ADT  for  a 
total  of  4,681  ADT.  An  additional  figure  should  be  added 
to  this  total  for  subdivisions  proposed  or  approved  since 
1971  such  as  proposed  Karst  #1  and  the  approved  Ken  McBride 
subdivision  in  the  West  Fork. 

The  State  of  Montana  Highway  Department  should  reevaluate  their 
projections  for  this  proposal  and  total  use  of  this  Highway 
taking  into  consideration  peak  periods  of  use.  They  appear  to 
have  used  yearly  ccverape  figures  rather  than  peak  figures  and 
have  not  adequately  considered  the  effect  of  other  develop- 
ments when  they  estimate  a 4%  increase  per  year  to  1993;  nor 
are  they  consistent  with  past  projections. 
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Use  of  Highway  191  in  the  Gallatin  Canyon  may  he  approaching 
capacity  during  peak  periods  of  the  day  now.  Motor  vehicle 
accident  figures  and  deaths  have  increased  many  fold  in  the 
last  five  years,  Beaver  Creek  South  will  intensify  the 
problems.  The  report  should  acciacately  quantify  these 
additional  traffic  problems  and  weigh  their  consequences  in- 
cluding the  consequences  of  a 4 lane  highway. 

The  Beaver  Creek  development  is  not  adjacent  to  National  Forest 
land.  Effects  on  National  Forest  land  will  he  secondary  in 
such  forms  as  increased  pressure  for  the  161  KV  power  line y 
highway  191  improvement y use  of  National  Forest  lands  for 
various  recreation  purposes y etc, 

A map  of  this  development  would  have  helped  greatly  in  the 
evaluation  process. 


The  neighborhood  commercial  area  and  some  of  the  single-family 
residences  will  be  located  on  the  Bigel-Hobacker  Association 
soils.  Part  of  the  single-family  residences  would  be  con- 
structed on  Leavitt-Loeberg  and  Leavitt-Hanson  Associations, 

The  development  of  Beaver  Creek  South  would  add  to  the  total 
power  needs  of  the  area.  This  subdivision  alone  would  not 
create  a need  for  additional  power  lines  but  would  be  a 
contributing  factor  should  one  be  deemed  necessary. 

The  Department  of  Highways  reaffirms  their  comments  on  the 
effects  the  proposed  subdivision  would  have  on  U.  S.  Highway 
191.  Paul  R.  DeVine,  Chief  of  the  Planning  and  Research 
Bureau,  states  that  highways  are  designed  to  handle  the 
thirtieth  peak  traffic  flow  and  not  the  greatest  peak  traffic 
period. 


The  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation  offered 
the  following  comments: 

The  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation  (DNR&C) 
wishes  to  corrment  on  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental 
Sciences*  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the 
proposed  Beaver  Creek  South  subdivision  in  Gallatin  County. 

General  and  specific  comments  follow: 

GENERAL  COMMENTS 


Although  it  requires  more  time  and  effort y some  consideration 
of  the  comulative  impact  of  the  increasing  subdivision  activity 
in  the  Gallatin  Canyon  is  needed.  Environmental  assessments 


9 


should  not  he  restv-icted  to  the  impaot  of  a 'pca>tioulca‘ 
subdivision  hut  nathen  should  re  fleet  consideration  of 
those  in  existence  and  to  the  -potential  for  new  subdivisions. 
Limited  revi^s  provide  only  incremental  assessments  which 
may  not  describe  the  total  situation.  Incremental  impacts 
can  add  up  to  significant  impacts  and^  therefore,  some 
effort  must  he  given  to  assessing  their  cumulative  effect. 

For  example,  one  subdivision  might,  by  itself,  remove  only 
an  insignificant  amount  of  wildlife  habitat;  however,  several 
subdivisions  in  concert  may  remove  a substantial  amount  of  such 
habitat  resulting  in  a mad  or  negative  impact  on  yyildlife. 

A helpful  addition  to  readers  of  this  statement  would  be  a 
general  locator  map  together  with  a map  showing  the  arrange- 
ment of  development  within  the  subdivision, 

SPECIFIC  COMMENIS 


Page  Z,  Covenants.  The  developers  assert  that  development 
planning  and  architectural  control  are  to  be  maintained  by  a 
landowners*  association  and  that  land-use  covenants  will  re- 
duce the  disruptive  influence  of  the  proposed  subdivision 
upon  the  natwral  environment. 

A full  discussion  of  the  effectiveness  of  these  control 
methods  should  he  presented  in  the  Final  EIS.  Such  dis- 
cussion should  center  on  such  questions  as: 

(a)  How  is  the  landowners*  association  created  and  can  it  be 
dissolved? 

(b)  What  enforcement  power  does  the  association  have? 

(c)  Can  the  association  modify  or  absolve  the  development 
plan  or  the  restrictive  covenants  and,  if  so,  by  what 
means  or  procedures  can  this  happen?  and 

(d)  Generally,  are  these  restrictive  covenants  adequate  to 
protect  the  natural  environment?  If  not,  where  are 
they  weak? 

Page  6,  Water  Supply.  In  reference  to  the  water  supply,  there 
is  no  mention  of  water  rights.  On  page  7 it  is  stated  that, 

’*  ...  it  is  anticipated  (emphasis  added)  that  no  single  well 
will  serve  more  than  eight  dwellings  or  more  than  24  persons  , . . 
This  statement  does  not  place  a limitation  on  the  withdrawal 
from  each  well.  In  accordance  with  the  Water  Use  Act,  if  the 
yield  is  100  gallons  per  minute  or  more  per  well  then  an 
application  for  a beneficial  water  use  permit  must  be  made  to 
the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation,  and  a 
permit  to  appropriate  water  issued  before  construction  may  begin. 
It  should  he  further  noted  that  the  Water  Use  Act  also  requires 
that  regardless  of  the  yield  from  each  well,  the  driller  must 
file  a well  log  report.  Within  60  days  of  completion  the 
appropriator  also  must  file  a notice  of  completion  of  water 
development  with  the  Department. 
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t'ilijti  lljj  VitsuiiL  imihXLit.  Wti  iujvee  that  tht^  oi-auul  iini>uat  of 
il^Le  propoaed  development  ia^  to  a degree^  open  to  apeaulation 
and  a matter  of  peraonal  values.  However^  the  Final  EIS 
should  acknowledge  the  fact  that  the  GalleLtin  Canyon  is 
widely  renowned  for  its  scenic ^ natural  beauty^  unmarred  by 
extensive  development.  The  placement  of  subdivisions  within 
the  scenic  canyon  setting,  therefore,  has  a far  more  serious 
visual  impact  relative  to  similar  developments  within  or  near 
urbanized  areas. 

Similar  to  other  impacts,  one  subdivision  adds  only  an  incre- 
mental amount  of  degradation  of  natural  beauty  which,  taken 
alone,  may  be  acceptable,  Nevertheless,  increments  often 
accumulate  with  the  addition  of  each  new  development  until 
unacceptable  levels  or  thresholds  are  reached  or  surpassed. 

The  Final  EIS  should,  therefore,  consider  not  only  the  direct 
impacts  of  this  one  proposal,  but  also  the  cumulative  impacts 
of  existing  and  potential  subdivisions  in  a relatively  pristine 
canyon  setting. 

Page  12,  Electric  Power.  The  proposed  200  homes,  if  of  average 
size,  with  normal  electrical  use  and  heat,  could  contribute 
approximately  2,0  to  2.5  megawatts  to  peak  energy  demands. 
Additional  energy  demand  will  result  from  the  commercial 
development  and  the  sewage  treatment  plant. 

Montana  Power  Company  's  long-range  plans  indicate  that  in 
the  near  future,  the  Company  wishes  to  apply  to  the  DNR&C 
to  construct  an  additional  powerline  of  161  kilovolts  (KV) 
near  the  area  of  this  proposed  development.  If  an  appli- 
cation is  received,  the  Department  hus  600  days  thereafter 
to  study  the  proposal  and  make  its  recommendation  to  the 
Board  of  Natural  Resources,  who,  has  final  authority  to 
deny  or  approve  the  application.  To  date,  no  application 
has  been  received  by  the  Department  for  this  project. 

A statement  is  made  in  the  Draft  EIS  that  there  would  be 
"no  problem"  in  supplying  the  power  needs  of  development, 
however,  it  is  not  clear  if  there  is  presently  no  problem 
or  if  there  would  be  "no  problem"  assuming  the  proposed 
161  KV  transmission  line  were  approved  and  constructed. 

Pape  IS,  Police  Protection.  The  final  statement  should 
clarify  the  comment  that  "the  Association  may  decide  to 
hire  its  own  security  agent  for  added  protection,  in  a 
similar  manner  to  Big  Sky  of  Montana".  A recent  news 
article  pointed  out  that  the  salary  of  a deputy  sheriff  to 
be  stationed  at  Big  Sky  will  be  paid  by  the  public  ( Gallatin 
and  Madison  Counties) , From  what  funding  will  the  salary 
of  Beaver  Creek  South’s  security  agent  be  drawn? 
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Page  13, ^ Property  Valuation,  Possible  data  assembled  by 
the  Montana  State  University  Gallatin  Canyon  Study  could 
help  ascertain  whether  property  valuations  are  sufficient 
to  cover  the  additional  costs  of  government  services,  A 
recent  reference  obtained  by  the  State  Library  may  also 
help  in  this  regard: 

Oregon  Extension  Services 

Local  Tax  Impact  of  Recreation  and  Subdivisions : 

A Case  Study 

Special  Report  365,  1972, 

Page  13,  Vehicle  Impact,  The  Department  of  Highways'  comments 
give  the  full  development  level  for  the  subdivision  as  174 
dwelling  units;  elsewhere  in  the  Draft  the  developer  affirms 
that  200  dwelling  units  will  be  possible  if  the  subdivision 
is  fully  developed.  Therefore,  the  Department  of  Highways 
traffic  figures  may  be  somewhat  understated  if  based  upon 
174  units. 

It  would  be  useful  information  if  the  threshold  level  were 
given  for  that  average  daily  traffic  (ADT)  which  would  warrant 
road  widening  or  the  construction  of  a four-lane  highway  in 
the  canyon.  The  Department  of  Highways  projects  future 
traffic  in  the  canyon  for  1993  as  3,600  vehicles  per  day. 

This  figure  assumes  a 4 percent  annual  growth  in  the  present 
traffic  volume  of  1,240  vehicles  per  day  for  an  increase  to 
2,717  vehicles  by  1993,  The  900  additional  trips  generated 
from  Beaver  Creek  South  are  added  to  2,717  giving  a total  of 
3,617,  If  the  900  figure  is  added  at  the  beginning  of  the  4th 
year  rather  than  at  the  end  of  the  20th  year,  a traffic  volume 
for  1993  is  4,470  rather  than  3,600,  Using  either  a figure 
of  3,600  or  4,470,  the  carrying  capacity  estimated  by  the 
Department  of  Highways  for  the  present  canyon  highway  of  4,500 
vehicles  per  day  is  being  approached,^ 

The  estimates  for  1980  summer  ADI  prior  to  the  advent  of  the 
Beaver  Creek  South  subdivision  is  3,781,^  If  the  additional 
traffic  volume  from  Beaver  Creek  South  of  900  is  added  to 
this  assumed  traffic  flow  it  appears  that  within  10  years, 
summer  traffic  could  exceed  the  present  capacity  of  the  highway! 


^The  Murray -McCormick  Environmental  Group,  Gallatin  Canyon 
Final  Report,  (1972),  p,  180 

^Ibid,  p,  132, 
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Although  we  are  unskilled  in  estimating  future  traffic  flows ^ 
it  would  seem  that  some  discussion  should  be  given  to  the 
adequacy  of  using  a 4 percent  annual  increase  in  traffic 
when  it  seems  possible  to  estimate  the  load  more  exactly 
from  subdivision  activity  underway  or  planned  such  as  was 
done  for  Beaver  Creek  South.  For  example y the  Draft  EIS 
for  the  Cascade  Subdivision  at  Big  Sky^  September  1973^  states 
that  this  one  subdivision  will  accommodate  363  single  family 
homesy  multiple  homesites  for  420  families;  and  that  between 
950  and  lyOOO  condominium  units  would  eventually  be  included.^ 

If  Beaver  Creek  South  will  increase  ADT  by  900y  it  should  be 
possible  to  estimate  the  increased  ADI  from  this  subdivision 
as  well  as  provide  a seemingly  better  estimate  of  future 
traffic  loads. 

Page  14 y Statement  of  Big  Sky  of  Montana y Inc.  This  statement 
supports  the  proposed  development  on  the  assumption  it  will 
help  provide  housing  for  employees  of  Big  Sky  and  other  in- 
divi(£ials  employed  by  third  parties  at  Big  Sky.  Yety  the 
draft  lacks  an  analysis  of  this  statement  and  thereby  leaves 
the  reader  to  accept  the  conclusions  as  presented.  If  this 
statement  remains  in  the  finely  then  the  Water  Quality  Bureau 
should  address  its  validity. 

We  have  reservations  whether  the  majority  of  employees  at  Big 

Sky  and  other  associated  workers  could  afford  the  lots  or  housing 

in  this  subdivision.  Andy  if  so,  what  will  encourage  them  to 
purchase  in  Beaver  Creek  South  rather  than  in  Big  Sky's  sub- 
divisions or  condominiums?  Obviously y Beaver  Creek  South  would 
have  to  sell  or  rent  real  estate  more  cheaply y if  Big  Sky's 
employees  are  to  prefer  Beaver  Creek  South. 

Page  14 y Alternatives.  Within  this  section  it  is  noted  that: 

Although  there  would  be  adverse  environmental  effects 
on  wildlife  andy  to  many,  a degradation  of  the  aesthetic 
quality  of  the  areOy  no  legislative  mandate  is  in  effect 
which  would  give  legal  justification  for  refusing 
to  grant  subdivision  plat  approval  on  these  grounds. 

This  coiment  articulates  a problem  common  to  a number  of  agencies 

which  are  often  obligated  by  law  to  approve  actions  that  may 

have  a significant  environmental  impact.  MEPA  mandates  a broad 
consideration  of  all  impacts  associated  with  certain  actions. 

Yety  in  that  it  is  necessary  to  operate  within  legislative  guide- 
lines y it  is  not  always  possible  to  avert  certain  impacts  by 
disallowing  an  action. 


•2 

Montana  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  ScienceSy  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement y Cascade  Subdivision  in  Madison 
County y Sept.  20 y 1973.  p.l. 
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The  ipegulop  oeouwenee  of  situations  of  this  nature  would 
suggest  that  new  legislative  guidance  and  direction  is 
appropriate.  A determination  of  the  staters  capacity 
to  serve  the  long-term  public  interest  can^  in  party 
evolve  from  internal  deliberations.  Among  these  should  be 
an  assessment  of  the  efficacy  of  given  authorities  and  an 
examination  of  the  need  to  propose  certain  statutory  changes. 
Efforts  of  this  nature  on  a continuing  basis  will  hopefully 
enable  the  state  to  maintain  its  resource  values  and  present 
quality  of  life. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  upon  this  Draft  EIS 
and  are  hopeful  these  comments  will  be  useful  in  preparing 
the  Final  EIS. 


The  point  is  well  taken  that  some  consideration  is  needed  of 
the  cumulative  impact  of  increasing  subdivision  activity  in 
Gallatin  Canyon  as  incremental  impacts  can  add  up  to  signifi- 
cant impacts.  This  is  something  that  is  necessary  in  all  of 
Montana,  The  Gallatin  Canyon  Study  Team  from  Montana  State 
University  is  addressing  this  problem.  With  funds  from  the 
National  Science  Foundation,  they  are  studying  the  impacts  of 
development  on  the  Gallatin  Canyon  area.  Reports  are  available 
to  the  public. 

There  are  approximately  2,800  acres  in  the  Gallatin  Canyon 
that  have  a high  potential  for  residential  development.  Beaver 
Creek  South  would  occupy  95  acres  of  this  land  or  a little 
over  3 percent. 

The  landowners  association  would  be  comprised  of  the  lot 
owners  and  is  financed  by  an  annual  assessment.  Enforcement 
of  covenants  or  restrictions  is  the  responsibility  of  the 
association.  They  may  bring  an  action  at  law  against  a lot 
owner  for  violations.  The  restrictive  covenants  can  be 
modified  by  an  instrument  signed  by  70  percent  of  the  lot  owners. 

As  with  most  covenants,  enforcement  is  most  difficult.  A 
neighbor  is  reluctant  to  take  another  neighbor  into  court. 
Therefore,  compliance  is  usually  voluntary.  These  covenants 
address  such  problems  as  architectural  control,  hunting 
prohibition,  building  size,  open  space  and  the  like.  These 
could  reduce  the  visual  impacts  to  this  widely  renowned 
scenic  area,  but  they  would  not  eliminate  the  mpact. 

If  Beaver  Creek  South  were  to  hire  a security  agent,  his 
salary  would  be  paid  by  the  property  owners  association 
through  annual  assessments. 
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Whether  property  valuations  would  be  sufficient  to  cover 
additional  governmental  services  has  not  been  determined. 

The  Water  Quality  Bureau  did  not  make  this  determination 
for  two  reasons: 

1.  This  has  no  bearing  on  a decision  to  be  made  on  the  pro- 
posed subdivision. 

2.  The  assessed  value  of  property  or  improvements  need  to 
be  estimated  in  order  to  make  some  calculations.  Other 
data  that  would  be  needed  would  be  the  area  of  the  sub- 
division, number  of  lots,  number  of  parcels  with  im- 
provements, number  of  in-state  and  out-of-state  owners, 
number  of  lots  occupied  year-round,  number  enrolled  in 
school,  number  of  registered  voters,  tax  rates,  school 
district  tax  levy,  number  of  children  in  the  district, 
and  the  number  of  taxed  lots  in  the  school  district. 

Some  of  this  information  is  not  readily  available.  How- 
ever, it  can  be  stated  that  the  same  benefit-cost  re- 
lationship does  not  continue  with  increased  development 
of  a subdivision.  A subdivision  may  generate  more 
revenue  than  its  service  cost  at  one  stage  of  develop- 
ment but  may  generate  less  revenue  than  its  service 
costs  (without  a tax  increase)  at  another  stage  of 
development. 

The  Northern  Rockies  Action  Group  has  made  the  following 
statement; 

I am  in  veaeipt  of  a oopy  of  the  draft  environmental  impact 
statement  prepared  on  the  Beaver  Creek  South  subdivision 
in  Gallatin  County.  For  a variety  of  reasons^  this  en- 
vironmental statement  is  both  premature  and  incomplete. 

As  I will  detail  beloWj  the  inadequacies  of  this  statement 
are  so  substantial  that  I have  no  doubt  that  the  best 
course  to  follow  would  be  the  preparation  of  a new  draft 
environmental  statement  when  the  Department  of  Health  is 
in  fact  ready  to  propose  an  action  or  discuss  in  detail  the 
alternatives  available  to  it. 

In  general^  it  is  not  appropriate  to  include  within  an  en- 
vironmental impact  statement  material  from  individuals  who 
stand  to  profit  a great  deal  from  the  approval  of  the  develop- 
ment. At  leasts  the  Department  of  Health,  should  either 
verify j critique  or  delete  the  material  submitted  by  the 
environmental  consultant.  In  fact^  this  material  represents 
the  bulk  of  the  environmental  statement;  there  is  absolutely 
no  indication  that  the  Department  of  Health  has  done  its  own 
work  on  this  subdivision.  And,  if  as  noted  in  the  environmental 
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statement^  the  waste  watev  disposal  is  still  under  review  by 
the  Iflater  H^lity  Bureau^  there  is  absolutely  no  point  in 
preparing  an  environmental  statement  for  public  review  at 
this  time.  The  purpose  of  an  environmental  impact  state- 
ment is  to  explain  in  detail  an  agency's  proposed  action  and 
to  balance  environmental  and  economic  costs  and  benefits  for 
public  review.  This  is  not  done  in  the  statement  under  dis- 
cussion. 

In  addition^  where  the  Department  does  engage  in  its  own 
analysis^  the  language  used  is  primarily  canned.  For  exarmple^ 
it  is  reasonable  to  assume  without  knowing  anything  besides 
the  location  of  this  development  that  the  impacts  would  "un- 
doubtedly fall  within  the  range  associated  with  the  residential 
use  of  a mountain  valley. " However^  this  kind  of  statement 
does  not  come  close  to  satisfying  the  requirements  of  the 
Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act  and  the  guidelines  prepared 
thereunder.  A rather  rigorous  balancing  analysis  of  costs 
and  benefits  of  residential  use  af  a mountain  valley  should 
be  undertaken.  Absent  this  kind  of  analysis^  the  statement 
is  not  in  compliance. 

The  remarks  presented  by  the  Department  of  Fish  & Game  are 
heartening^  since  they  are  the  primary  independent  comments 
contained  in  this  environmental  statement.  However^  as  noted 
with  the  comments  submitted  by  the  environmental  consultant ^ 
the  Department  should  verify^  critique  or  delete  the  state- 
ments submitted  even  by  another  state  agency.  Agency  comments 
are  properly  included,  attached  to  the  draft  environmental 
statement,  when  the  final  is  circulated.  However,  where  their 
input  is  to  be  used  in  the  preparation  of  a draft,  it  should  be 
clearly  noted,  and  the  Department  should  conduct  an  evaluation 
of  the  submitted  material.  In  other  words,  the  purpose  of  an 
environmental  impart  statement  goes  far  beyond  merely  full  dis- 
closure, The  Environmental  Policy  Act  was  passed  to  insure 
that  the  agency  not  only  disclosed  information  and  information 
gaps,  but  also  evaluated  the  available  information  and  presented 
the  public  with  a balancing  of  the  costs  and  benefits  of  the 
proposed  agency  action. 

The  comments  above  on  the  material  submitted  by  the  environmental 
consultant  apply  to  the  community  impact  report  which  was  incor- 
porated in  this  draft  impact  statement  without  independent  verifi- 
cation. If  it  has  not  been  ascertained  at  this  time  whether 
the  property  valuation  of  the  proposed  development  would  be 
sufficient  to  pay  for  the  nrcessary  school  expansion,  then 
there  is  no  point  in  preparing  an  environmental  statement  at 
this  time.  Again,  the  function  of  an  agency  in  preparing  an 
environmental  impact  statement  is  more  than  revealing  information 
gaps  which  could  be  filled  by  the  agency;  absent  the  completion 
of  this  analysis,  the  statement  does  not  fulfill  the  requirements. 
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In  the  section  on  alternatives  to  the  proposed  development, 
more  evaluation  should  he  supplied.  It  vs  not  enough 
merely  to  point  out  that  there  wvll  he  . . 

mental  effects  on  midlife  and  degradaUon  of  the  (esthetvc) 
q^lity  of  the  area,  ^hat  is  the  balance  of  these  costs 
lompJed  with  the  benefits  of  the  development?  Do  t^y 
oui^eigh  the  benefits  of  the  development?  If  they  do, 
then  the  Department  of  Health  should  not  oppose  the  ^ 
proposed  subdivision  sinee  it  is  not  sound  pubUc  poUcy. 

These  questicMS  must  be  addressed  in  an  vrrpact  statement, 
even  if,  supposing  the  Department  of  Health  posvtvon  vs 
correct,  there  is  no  explicit  legislatvve  mandate  to  make 
environmental  decisions  on  other  grounds.  RegaMess  of 
this  departmental  contention,  all  agencves  are  bound,  to 
make  decisions  that  are  in  fact  good  publvc  polvcy  vn  ail 
oases. 

In  the  section  on  long-term  impacts  of  development,  there 
is  no  way  to  verify  the  statement  that  th^  proposed  develop- 
ment would  reduce  the  pressure  for  mobvle  home  Tiu 

residential  subdivisions.  One  might  have  assumed  that 
pressure  for  other  residential  subdvvvsvons  could  have  been 
curbed  by  the  Big  Sky  development;  obviouUy,  thvs  vs  not 
the  case.  Without  supporting  evidence,  thvs  type  of  state- 
ment should  be  deleted. 

To  conclude,  this  draft  environmental  statement  by  the  De- 
partment of  Health  is  premature  and  incomplete.  I cannot 
understand  why  the  Department  felt  it  necessary  to  prepare 
this  impact  statement  at  this  stage  vn  the  evaluatvon  of 
the  proposed  development.  The  results  should  be  vn  before 
the  public  is  troubled  with  the  review  of  a statement.  Hope 
fully,  in  the  future,  the  Department  of  Health  wvU  pursue 
more  evaluation  before  releasing  statements  to  the  publvc. 
When  this  is  done,  the  Department  might  want  to  consvder, 
in  addition  to  the  above  objections,  the  followvng, 

k Montana  Power  Company  official  was  quoted  as  staling  that 
it  would  be  no  problem  in  supplying  the  needs  of  the 
anticipated  number  of  residents  of  the  Beaver  Creek  South 
subdivision.  Does  this  ’'no  problem"  mean  that  the  exvstvng 
transmission  lines  are  adequate  to  supply  the  needs  of  thvs 
development,  or  does  it  mean  that  the  power  company  and 
thereby  the  Department  of  Health  are  banking  on  the  con- 
struction of  the  proposed  161-kv  line  from  Ennis?  A De- 
partment of  Highways  official  is  quoted  sayvng  that 
projected  volume  from  the  Beaver  Creek  South  and  the  Bvg  Sky 
developments  wouU  not  warrant  construction  of  a 4-lcme 
facility  from  the  area.  What  volumes  of  traffvc  would 
warrant  construction  of  a 4-lane  facility?  How  many  more 
subdivision  units  could  the  Department  of  Health  approve  vn 
the  Gallatin  Canyon  without  warranting  the  constructvon  of 
such  a 4-lane  road?  Further,  what  are  the  impacts  of  the 
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descvibed  7 1/2  aove  neighborhood  commercial  area  at 
the  subdivision? 

How  does  the  Department  of  Fish  & Game  statement  that  tertiary 
sewage  treatment  should  be  required  fit  with  the  Department  of 
Health  contention  that  secondary  sewage  treatment  would  probably 
be  adequate, 

Againy  the  Department  of  Health  should  prepare  a new  draft 
environmental  impact  statement  that  at  least  gives  the 
public  an  opportunity  to  review  in  some  detail  both  the 
costs  and  the  benefits  of  the  proposed  departmental  action. 
Unless  this  is  done^  the  letter  and  the  spirit  of  the  Montana 
Environmental  Folicy  Act  will  be  circumvented. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 


Dorothy  Bradley  has  made  the  following  comments: 

I am  writing  to  request  a rewriting  of  the  draft  environmental 
impact  statement  for  the  Beaver  Creek  South  development  in 
Gallatin  Canyon, 

I make  this  request  because  it  is  inappropriate  for  the  Depart- 
ment to  use  the  environmental  assessment  of  an  independent 
consultant  without  editing  or  scrutinizing  the  work,  Further- 
morOj  the  department  should  take  special  caution  in  accepting 
work  from  a firm  which  has  direct  financial  interest  in  the 
development  under  study.  Federal  case  law  under  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  establishes  that  this  is  inappropriate. 

I also  found  the  EIS  to  be  incomplete, 

2.  In  spite  of  a fairly  complete  discussion  on  the  geology  of 
the  area  I think  more  adequate  information  is  needed  on  the 
long  term  water  needs.  Although  producing  wells  have  been 
drilledy  at  what  rate  will  the  aquifer  recharge  itself? 

2,  Information  was  definitely  insufficient  on  the  matter  of 
sewage  disposal.  P.  11  of  the  EIS  states  that  "the  pro- 
posed method  of  wastewater  disposal  is  still  under  review 
by  the  Water  Quality  Bureau. " How  is  the  public  supposed 
to  evaluate  something  on  which  the  agency  has  made  no 
determination?  The  EIS  would  have  it  appear  as  a relatively 
simple  matter,  saying  on  P.  14,  "when  it  is  determined  what 
pond  area  and  dosing  rates  of  wastewater  from  the  sewage 
treatment  would  insure  the  quality  of  ground  and  surface 
waters,  then  the  proposed  development  would  appear  to  meet 
the  concept  criteria  required  ..."  This  conflicts  with 
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another  agency  which  states  on  P.  12  that  "unless  at  least 
tertiary  sewage  treatment  is  glanneds  it  is  my  feeling 
that  in  time  water  quality  degradation  will  occur  in  the 
watercourse  in  the  area  even  though  the  seeipage  ponds  are 
located  quite  far  away  from  either  stream.  " 

Part  of  the  purpose  of  the  EPS  is  to  present  to  the  public 
information  and  agency  evaluations  regarding  decisions  that 
are  to  be  made.  Information  on  waste  treatment  should 
not  be  skimped.  Agency  conflicts  should  be  cleared  up  or^ 
at  least  analyzed. 

3,  The  comments  on  P.  12  and  13  are  shallow. 

For  example y a Montana  Power  Company  representative  is  quoted 
saying  that  supplying  energy  for  Beaver  Creek  South 
residents  will  be  "no  problem. " No  problem  for  whom?  Will 
that  source  of  energy  depend  on  the  proposed  161  kv  line 
from  Ennis  to  Big  ^y?  If  so,  it  is  a problem  for  those  of 
us  who  are  supporting  inclusion  of  Jack  Creek  in  the  Spanish 
Peaks  wilderness  proposal.  No  problem  for  MPC?  I heard 
this  past  winter  from  a MPC  lawyer  in  his  presentation  to 
the  Environmental  Quality  Council,  that  an  energy  emergency 
would  occur  in  the  summer  of  '75  if  plans  for  power  plants 
in  eastern  Montana  did  not  take  place  rapidly.  He  was  re- 
questing a waiver  of  the  legally  required  time  periods  for 
public  review  of  energy  facilities. 

If  the  problem  of  energy  supply  is  to  Tbej  mentioned  at  all 
it  should  be  discussed  seriously  and  in  depth, 

4^  P,  13  includes  comments  on  Ophir  School,  I suppose  it  is 
possible  that  Ophir  School's  growth  will  coincide  with 
Beaver  Creek's,  But  accommodating  300  new  students  is  not 
to  be  treated  lightly — especially  considering  the  school 
had  about  10  students  a year  ago,  300  students  cannot  help 
but  cause  increased  growth  pains.  This  subject  demands 
greater  attention,  as  it  is  part  of  a much  larger  question — 
will  the  public  cost  of  the  development  exceed  public  benefit? 

5,  I am  concerned  that  part  of  the  justification  for  Beaver  Creek 
South  is  the  housing  needs  of  its  neighbor.  Big  Sky,  Will 
such  reasoning  not  lead  to  a proposal  for  a new  housing 
development  to  take  care  of  the  employees  of  Beaver  Creek? 

Again,  because  of  the  inadequacies  of  the  EIS,  and  more  importantly , 
because  it  contains  a suspect  and  unexamined  source  of  information, 
it  does  not  comply  with  MEPA,  It  should  be  rewritten  and  reissued 
as  a draft  EIS  when  the  Department  has  more  information  and  has 
done  more  evaluation. 
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An  environmental  impact  statement  can  be  an  extremely  useful 
guide  and  tool  in  the  decision-making  process.  To  paraphrase 
Richard  D,  Klinger,  staff  counsel  for  the  Environmental 
Quality  Council 

One  of  the  main  purposes  of  the  Environmental 
Poliey  Act  was  to  assure  a reasoned  and  balanced 
judgment  about  the  effects  of  a project  before 
the  project  was  begun.  The  EIS  process ^ if  in- 
dulged as  a pre-decision  methodology  and  not  as 
a means  of  project  justification,  can  yield  very 
helpful  and  useful  results , 


At  the  time  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  was  cir- 
culated, no  decision  had  been  reached  by  the  Water  Quality 
Bureau  concerning  the  proposed  Beaver  Creek  South  subdivision. 
If  a decision  had  been  reached,  an  environmental  impact  state- 
ment would  have  just  been  a means  of  justification. 

As  stated  in  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement 

Can-Tex  Industries'  diffused  air  type  sewage  treat- 
ment units  are  proposed,  BOD  and  suspended  solids 
should  be  reduced  80  to  90  percent  and  fecal  coli- 
forms  reduced  to  200  to  100  milliliters,  thus 
affording  the  equivalent  of  secondary  treatment , 

Plans  and  specifications  for  these  sewage  treat- 
ment units  are  available  for  inspection  in  the 
Helena  office  of  the  ^ater  Quality  Bureau,  Vlaste- 
water  disposal  would  be  through  the  use  of  in- 
filtration ponds. 


For  wastewater  disposal,  two  20,000  square  foot  percolation 
ponds  are  proposed.  The  percolation  area  will  be  topsoiled 
and  planted  to  reed  canary  grass.  In  the  draft  environmental 
impact  statement,  evidence  was  offered  that  demonstrated 
the  success  of  this  system  in  several  parts  of  the  country. 
Therefore,  the  Water  Quality  Bureau  has  given  serious  con- 
sideration to  the  proposed  sewage  disposal  system.  A tertiary 
treatment  plant  was  considered  but  was  deemed  impractical 
for  this  small  of  a residential  development. 

Since  percolation  ponds  have  not  been  used  to  a great  extent 
in  this  part  of  the  country,  any  such  system  would  require 
monitoring  wells  to  ascertain  any  effect  on  groundwater.  Two 
to  the  east  of  the  ponds  and  one  north  of  the  ponds  would  be 
necessary. 

Following  is  a summary  of  the  proposed  wastewater  collection 
and  treatment  system: 
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INITIAL 

ULTIMATE 

Population 

150 

700 

Plant  Flows 

(a) 

Average  daily  flow 

15,000  gpd 

70,000 

gpd 

(b) 

Peak  flow 

40  gpm 

125 

gpm 

Sewage  Quality 

mg/1  Ibs/day 

mg/1 

Ibs/day 

(a) 

Raw  sewage  BOD 

200  26 

200 

120 

(b) 

Raw  sewage  SS 

250  31 

250 

145 

Design  Efficiency  - Treatment  Plant 

(a) 

Effluent  BOD  to 

percolation  ponds 

15-25  3 

15-25 

14 

(b) 

Effluent  SS  to 

percolation  ponds 

20-30  4 

20-30 

17 

Extended  Aeration  Plant  Components 

(a) 

Design  flow 

15,000  gpd 

70,000 

gpd 

(b) 

Aeration  tank 

15,012  gal. 

70,000 

gal . 

(c) 

Aeration  tank 

detention  time 

24  hrs. 

24 

hrs. 

(d) 

Air  capacity 

52.2  CFM 

270 

CFM 

(e) 

Blower 

3 HP 

one  at  3 

HP 

one  at  5 

HP 

(f) 

Clarifier  volume 

2,872  gal. 

11,700 

gal. 

(g) 

Clarifier  detention 

time 

4,6  hrs. 

4 

hrs. 

(h) 

Clarifier  surface 

loading  rate 

237  gal/ft2 

256 

gal/f t^ 

(i) 

Clarifier  weir  overflow 

rate 

1,579  gal/L.F. 

2,080 

gal/L.F. 

(j) 

Aerobic  digester 

3,393  gal. 

16,000 

gal. 

(k) 

Aerobic  digester-cu. f t./ 

capita 

3.05 

3.05 

(1) 

Chlorine  tank 

392  gal. 

2,000 

gal. 

(m) 

Chlorine  tank  detention 

time 

37.7  min. 

40 

min. 

(n) 

Gas  chlorinator 

capacity 

100  Ib/day 

Max.  100 

Ib/day  Max 

Percolation  Ponds 

(a) 

Number  of  ponds 

2 

2 

(b) 

Bottom  area,  each  pond  20,000  sq.  ft 

20,000 

sq.  ft. 

(c) 

Dosing  rate  (average) 

0.375  gal. /ft-^ /day  1.75 

gal,/ft2/d< 
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Alternatives  Available  to  this  Department 


1.  Approve  the  subdivision  plat  as  submitted.  From  the  data 
submitted,  the  department  gave  serious  consideration  to 
this  alternative.  Adequate  evidence  that  a water  supply 
is  available  has  been  given.  Approved  solid  waste 
facilities  are  available.  The  sewage  treatment  system 

is  acceptable.  The  wastewater  disposal  system  is  an 
experimental  method  for  the  climatic  and  geographic 
setting  of  Gallatin  Canyon.  Therefore,  a blanket 
approval  would  be  premature. 

2.  Approve  the  initial  phase  of  Beaver  Creek  South  and  base 
further  action  on  operation  of  the  wastewater  disposal 
system.  Serious  consideration  was  given  to  this 
alternative  and  exercise  of  this  alternative  can  be 
justified  in  light  of  concept  criteria  required  by  MAC 
16-2.14 (10) -S14340,  Section  69-5001  through  69-5005,  R.C.M. 
1947,  and  Section  69-4801  through  69-4827,  R.C.M.  1947. 

The  system  would  have  to  be  monitored.  If  the  evidence 
indicated  there  was  forthcoming  degradation  of  groundwater, 
the  percolation  ponds  would  be  expanded.  Five  acres  are 
available  for  this  purpose.  Dosing  rates  (average) 

could  be  reduced  to  approximately  0.075  gallon  per  square 
foot  per  day. 

3.  Refuse  to  approve  the  subdivision  plat  under  any  conditions. 
From  the  evidence  submitted,  the  department  could  not 
justify  the  exercise  of  this  alternative. 


This  statement  was  prepared  by  Alfred  P.  Keppner,  B.S.F.,  M.S., 
Soils  Scientist,  with  information  furnished  by  Brelsford  and 
Associates,  Morrison-Maierle,  Inc.,  Montana  Department  of  High- 
ways, Montana  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  and  others  designated 
therein. 
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Honorable  Thomas  Judge,  Governor,  State  of  Montana,  Helena 
Don  Brelsford,  Brelsford  & Associates,  P.  0.  Box  1252, 

Bozeman 

Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 
City-County  Planning  Board,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 
City-County  Health  Department,  Box  639,  Bozeman 
Gallatin  County  Attorney,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 
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Morrison-Maierle,  Inc,,  910  Helena  Avenue,  Helena 
Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of 
Planning,  Helena 

Department  of  State  Lands,  Helena 

Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation,  Helena 
Department  of  Highways,  Helena 
Rick  Graetz,  Box  894,  Helena 

Perry  Nelson,  Gallatin  Sportsmen's  Association,  526  North 
Bozeman  Avenue,  Bozeman 

Louis  Moos,  Sacajawea  Audubon  Society,  712  South  13  Avenue, 
Bozeman 

Mary  Lee  Reese,  29  South  Alta,  Helena 

Dr.  Richard  C.  Ritter,  Box  1170,  Bozeman 

James  Posewitz,  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Helena 

Gallatin  National  Forest,  Federal  Building,  Bozeman 

Charles  Bradley,  1105  South  Tracy,  Bozeman 

Northern  Rockies  Action  Group,  #9  Placer  Street,  Helena 

Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena 

Ken  Porter,  502  South  Grand,  Bozeman 

Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212  Venture 
Center,  University  of  Montana,  Missoula 
Montana  State  Library,  Helena 

Doris  Milner,  Montana  Wilderness  Association,  Route  1,  Box  1410, 
Hamilton 

Ed  Mohler,  Gallatin  County  Tribune,  201  Mendenhall, 

Bozeman 

Bozeman  Public  Library,  Bozeman 

Environmental  Studies  Department,  Larry  Uman,  University 
of  Montana,  Missoula 

Gallatin  Canyon  Study  Team,  Montana  State  University,  Bozeman 
Beaver  Creek  South,  Inc.,  24  South  Willson,  Bozeman 
Consumer  Advocate,  Governor's  Office,  Helena 
Morrison-Maierle,  Inc.,  Box  1113,  Bozeman 
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Dorothy  Bradley,  Box  931,  Bozeman 
Elizabeth  Smith,  2311  Highland  Court,  Bozeman 
Great  Falls  Tribune,  Great  Falls 
Honorable  Gordon  Bennett,  616  Ewing,  Helena 
Joe  Sabol,  27  North  Tracy,  Bozeman 
County  Assessor,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 
County  Sheriff,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 
County  School  Superintendent,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 
State  Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction,  Helena 
Soil  Conservation  Service,  Federal  Building,  Bozeman 
Layton  Thompson,  918  South  Tracy,  Bozeman 
Carl  Anderson,  Montana  Power  Company,  Butte 
Environmental  Information  Center,  Box  12,  Helena 
Paul  T.  Richards,  902  North  Park,  Helena 
Dan  Smith,  Citizens  Alert  for  Guided  Growth,  812  South 
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C.  W.  Gonder,  823  East  Call  St.,  Livingston 
Mrs.  Winifred  Lucky,  420  South  Sixth,  Livingston 
Mrs.  Vel  Jansen,  430  South  Sixth,  Livingston 


This  revised  final  environmental  impact  statement  for 
Beaver  Creek  South,  a proposed  subdivision  in  Gallatin 
County,  was  prepared  at  the  request  of  the  Montana 
Environmental  Quality  Council.  It  is  submitted  for 
your  consideration.  Comments  and  questions  will  be 
accepted  for  30  days  following  issuance  of  this 
statement.  All  correspondence  should  be  directed  to  the 
undersigned. 

Sincerely  yours. 


D.  G.  Willems,  P.E.,  Chief 
Water  Quality  Bureau 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 

DGW:APK:sh 
Enclosure 
cc:  Ben  Wake 

Terry  Carmody 


MONTANA  STATE  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH 
AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCES 


E.S.  74/85 

A Revised  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

for 

BEAVER  CREEK  SOUTH, 

a proposed  subdivision  in  Gallatin  County,  Montana 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section 
69-6504  (b) (3) ; the  act  controlling  both  public  and  private 
water  supply  and  sewage  disposal  for  subdivisions.  Section 
69-5001  through  69-5005;  and  the  act  to  control  water  pol- 
lution, Section  69-4801  through  69-4827;  and  at  the  request 
of  the  Montana  Environmental  Quality  Council,  a revised 
final  environmental  impact  statement  was  prepared  by  the 
Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  Environ- 
mental Sciences  Division,  Water  Quality  Bureau,  concerning 
the  proposed  Beaver  Creek  South  subdivision  in  Gallatin 
Canyon,  for  which  a submittal  has  been  received  requesting 
subdivision  plat  approval. 

Response  to  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  was 
received  from  the  state's  Environmental  Quality  Council, 
Department  of  Highways,  Gallatin  Sportsmen's  Association, 

U.  S.  Forest  Service,  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and 
Conservation,  the  Northern  Rockies  Action  Group,  Inc., 
and  Dorothy  Bradley.  An  attempt  will  be  made  to  satis- 
factorily answer  all  questions  raised  in  the  correspondence. 


Location 


This  project  is  located  approximately  seven  miles  south 
of  the  Big  Sky  of  Montana  Meadow  Village  in  the  canyon 
of  the  West  Gallatin  River.  It  is  situated  in  the  SE 
1/4  of  Section  17,  Township  7 South,  Range  4 East,  MPM. 
Beaver  Creek  crosses  a portion  of  the  property  for  about 
one-fourth  mile  along  the  north  side.  The  right-of-way 
of  U.  S.  Highway  191  forms  the  eastern  boundary. 


Description  of  the  proposed  project 

The  owner,  Beaver  Creek  South,  Inc.,  a Montana  corporation, 
intends  to  divide  approximately  95  acres  into  75  lots  for 
single-family  and  multi-family  residences  and  a maximum 
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of  7 1/2  acres  along  U.  S,  Highway  191  for  a neighborhood 
commercial  area.  Following  is  a table  of  land  use  and 
areas : 


Phase  I 

Lots  60.899  acres 

Roads 12.468  acres 

Open  space  and  parks  21.281  acres 


88.456  acres 


Phase  II 
Lots 
Roads 
Park 


6.192  acres 


4.560  acres 
0.701  acres 
0.931  acres 


DENSITY  AND  USE  ASSIGNMENT 


Single-Family  Lots  Acreage  Dwelling  Units 

Phase  I 

Block  2 15  . . . 8.7  . . . 15 

Block  3 17  . . .11.6  ...  17 

Phase  II 

Block  9...  ,,..7...  4.6  . . . ^ 7 


39  24.9  39 

Multi-Family-Condominium  Apartment  Dwellings 


Phase  I 

Block  1 6.  ..5.5...  44 

Block  4 7 . . . 3.8  , . . 23 

Block  6 .......  4 ...  2,1  ....  8 

Block  7 7 . . . 6.0  . . . 48 

Block  8 4 . . .12.0  ...  12 


28  29.4  135 

Neighborhood  Commercial 
Phase  I 

Block  5 .......  5 . . . 7.5  . . . ^ 0 


. . . 174 


TOTAL 


72 


61.8 
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The  developer  proposes  an  initial  housing  start  on  Phase 
I that  would  serve  approximately  150  persons.  Water 
supply  systems  and  an  initial  phase  of  the  sewage  col- 
lection and  treatment  system  would  be  installed  to  serve 
this  initial  development,  which  would  be  concentrated  in 
Block  7,  Expansion  of  these  facilities  to  enable  develop- 
ment of  the  remainder  of  the  subdivision  would  be  contingent 
upon  successful  operation  of  the  sewage  treatment  system. 

It  has  been  estimated  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
(U.  S.  Department  of  Agriculture)  in  1972  that  the  annual 
discharge  of  Beaver  Creek  is  about  9,000  acre  feet.  This 
stream  supports  a salmonoid  fishery  with  individuals 
ranging  up  to  12  to  14  inches  in  size. 

Stream-side  willows  and  other  brush  provide  stream  bank 
protection  and  afford  browse  and  cover  for  undulates  and 
other  wildlife. 

The  land  use  plan  for  Beaver  Creek  South  calls  for  a 
natural  open  space  parkway  dedication  of  300  feet  in 
width  along  the  creek.  No  buildings  will  be  permitted 
within  this  parkway  nor  will  any  of  it  be  plotted  into 

lots.  This  parkway,  as  well  as  the  other  natural  open 

space  and  recreation  areas,  v/ill  be  owned  in  common  and 
maintained  by  the  property  owners'  association,  Beaver 
Creek  South  Association.  The  overall  open  space  and 
recreation  areas  for  Beaver  Creek  South  will  make  up  over 
22  percent  of  the  development. 

Physical  features  of  the  land  include  the  Beaver  Creek 
alluvial  fan,  which  covers  the  northern  one-quarter  of 
the  property.  The  vegetative  cover  is  dominantly  by 
wheatgrass,  fescue,  and  sagebrush,  except  along  Beaver 
Creek.  The  eastern  third  of  the  property  borders  U.  S. 

Highway  191  and  has  a gentle  slope  to  the  south.  It  is 

covered  with  similar  vegetation  as  the  alluvial  fan.  The 
remaining  part  of  the  property  occupying  the  southwest 
corner  is  dominated  by  a hill  that  looms  about  350  feet 
above  lower,  gently  sloping  land  to  the  north  and  east. 
Lodgepole  pine  and  douglas  fir  are  the  primary  tree  species, 
although  several  aspen  groves  of  up  to  three  acres  in  size 
are  in  evidence  in  addition  to  several  small  meadows. 

The  hill  area  is  generally  not  included  within  the  external 
boundaries  of  the  Beaver  Creek  South  subdivision. 

Because  Section  69-5005,  R.C.M.  1947,  states  that  adequate 
evidence  that  a water  supply  that  is  sufficient  in  terms 
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of  quality ^ quantity  and  dependability  will  be  available 
to  ensure  an  adequate  supply  of  water  for  the  type  of 
subdivision  proposed , a report  on  potential  water  sources 
was  prepared  by  Donald  Alford,  Geophysical  Consultant, 
and  is  submitted  as  part  of  this  adequate  evidence. 

The  report  concerned  itself  primarily  with  a discussion 
of  the  potential  for  development  of  sufficient  water 
supplies  from  the  surficial  geological  materials  to 
supply  the  domestic  needs  of  the  development  and  was  not 
considered  to  be  a complete  hydrologic  evaluation  of  the 
development.  The  discussion  was  based  primarily  on  an 
examination  of  the  near  surface  characteristics  of  the 
geologic  materials  in  the  area  and  their  relationships 
to  the  surface  drainage  pattern  of  this  portion  of  the 
Gallatin  Canyon. 


Geology 

This  discussion  of  the  geology  of  Beaver  Creek  South 
was  taken  largely  from  Hall  (1961) , modified  to  some 
extent  by  observations  of  Donald  Alford, 

The  area  occupied  by  Beaver  Creek  South  is  presumably 
completely  underlain  by  the  Thermopolis  Shale,  which  is 
Cretaceous  in  age.  Hall  (1961)  states  that: 

Overlying  the  upper  sandstone  member  of  the 
Kootenai  (lower  Cretaceous ) with  apparent  con- 
formity are  some  150  feet  of  medium  to  dark 
gray s very  fissile  carbonaceous  shales  and  un- 
evenly bedded  siltstones , possibly  of  non- 
marine origin.  This  shale  has  previously  been 
included  by  others  as  the  lowest  member  of  the 
"Colorado  shale" ^ which  includes  rocks  of  both 
Early  and  Late  Cretaceous  age.  This  shale  may 
be  terrestria.1  or  brackish-water  equivalent  of 
the  marine  Thermopolis  shale  of  Wyoming  and  is 
tentatively  so  considered  on  the  basis  of  strati- 
graphic position  and  lithologic  similarity." 

The  Kootenai  formation,  which  underlies  the  Thermopolis 
shale  in  the  area,  is  some  400  feet  thick  (Hall) , and 
consists  of  interbedded  non-marine  conglomerates,  clay- 
stones,  fresh-water  limestones  and  sandstones. 

The  dip  of  these  formations  in  the  study  area  is  gently 
(approximately  5 degrees)  northward  to  northeastward. 
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Locally  overlying  the  Thermopolish  shale  within  the 
study  area  are  a variety  of  Quaternary  surficial  de- 
posits, including  those  produced  by  gravity  movements 
and  the  alluvium  deposited  by  Beaver  Creek  and  the 
Gallatin  River.  The  Gallatin  River  alluvium  and  the 
Beaver  Creek  alluvium  have  been  differentiated  on  the 
basis  of  a series  of  test  pits  excavated  to  a depth  of 
8 to  12  feet  at  12  sites  in  the  study  area.  The 
Gallatin  River  alluvium,  which  composes  the  surficial 
deposits  in  the  southeastern  corner  of  the  development, 
consists  of  interbedded,  well-sorted  gravel  and  sand 
with  thin,  intermittent  clay  lenses.  No  evidence  of 
clay  was  found  within  the  gravel  and  sand  layers.  The 
Beaver  Creek  alluvium  on  the  other  hand  was  found  to 
consist  of  very  poorly  sorted  detritus,  ranging  in  size 
from  boulders  greater  than  25  cm  in  diameter  to  a fairly 
spatially  uniform  clay  matrix.  It  is  felt  that,  while 
the  permeability  of  the  Gallatin  River  alluvium  will  be 
uniformly  high  throughout  the  study  area,  that  of  the 
Beaver  Creek  alluvium  will  have  a high  local  variability, 
depending  primarily  on  the  percentage  content  of  the 
clay  fraction.  There  was  some  indication  from  the  test 
pits  that  the  clay  content  of  the  Beaver  Creek  alluvium 
decreased  from  east  to  west,  but  no  tests  were  conducted 
to  quantify  this  impression. 

No  attempts  were  made  to  determine  the  lithologic 
character  of  the  landslide  deposits  since  it  is  not 
felt  that  they  would  contribute  significantly  to  the 
water  supplies  of  the  area,  although  their  hydrologic 
characteristics  may  be  of  some  significance  in  de- 
termining their  present  stability. 


Hydrology 

The  primary  water  resources  of  the  area  are  represented 
by  surface  flows  in  Beaver  Creek  and  the  Gallatin 
River,  together  with  an  unknown  quantity  of  ground- 
water,  which  is  presumably  contained  in  the  Kootenai 
formation.  It  has  been  estimated  by  the  Soil  Con- 
servation Service,  Department  of  Agriculture  (1972) 
that  some  350,000  acre  feet  of  water  represent  the 
total  mean  annual  flow  of  the  Gallatin  River  at  the 
mouth  of  the  West  Fork,  a few  miles  downstream  from  the 
confluence  of  Beaver  Creek  with  the  Gallatin  River. 

This  same  source  gives  9,000  acre  feet  as  the  annual 
discharge  of  Beaver  Creek.  It  is  presumed  that  the  near-surface 
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(i.e.,  those  contained  in  the  Quaternary  alluvium)  ground- 
water  resources  of  the  study  area  are  intimately  connected 
to  the  surface  stream  flow  past  the  site.  Because  of  the 
apparent  high  permeability  of  the  Gallatin  River  alluvium 
and  the  large  volume  of  annual  surface  flow,  it  is  suggested 
that  this  unit  represents  the  most  probable  source  of 
developable  water  supplies  of  the  quantity  required  by 
Beaver  Creek  South.  The  only  qualification  given  to  this 
statement  is  that  the  total  depth  of  the  gravels  is  not 
known  at  this  time,  and  they  must  extend  to  below  the 
elevation  of  the  Gallatin  River  to  be  productive.  A 
minimum  thickness  of  30  inches  is  felt  to  be  required. 

Locally,  the  Beaver  Creek  alluvium  should  yield  water  but 
the  quantities  will  be  much  smaller  due  to  lov/er  trans- 
missibility  of  the  unit  in  general  and  the  greater  local 
variability  of  this  characteristic. 

The  second  potential  source  of  water  for  the  development 
is  an  upper  sand  mem.ber  of  the  Kootenai  formation,  which, 
while  it  is  nowhere  exposed  in  the  study  area,  is  pre- 
sumably present  at  depths  of  100  to  150  feet.  This  member 
of  the  Kootenai  formation  is  a productive  aquifer  almost 
everywhere  it  is  encountered  in  the  state  of  Montana  and 
very  large  sections  of  the  state  are  dependent  upon  it  for 
water  supplies.  Water  derived  from  the  Kootenai  formation 
may  have  a high  dissolved  mineral  content  which  m.ay  in- 
clude iron,  calcium,  etc.  The  entire  400-foot  thickness 
of  the  Kootenai  formation  is  a potential  water  source, 
depending  upon  local  condition  of  permeability. 
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Tv;o  wells  have  been  drilled  on  the  property.  One  is  at 
a depth  of  52  feet  and  has  been  rated  at  98  gallons  per 
minute.  The  other  is  43  feet  and  rated  at  60  gallons  per 
minute.  The  well  logs  read  as  follows; 


Page  7 


Depth  (feet)  Depth  (feet) 


From 

To 

Formation 

From 

To 

Formation 

0 

9 

Clay 

0 

2 

Topsoil 

9 

20 

Very  dirty  gravels 

2 

26 

Loose  clay- 

with  large  rocks 

bound  sand- 

20 

28 

Dirty  gravels  - rocks 

gravel  to  ; 

28 

52 

Red  Shale 

26 

40 

Sands 

40 

43 

Porous  Rock 

The  master  plan  for  Beaver  Creek  South  calls  for  the 
developer  to  supply  water  to  each  living  unit.  It  is 
anticipated  that  no  single  well  will  serve  more  than  eight 
living  units  nor  more  than  24  persons,  thereby  avoiding 
the  creation  of  a public  water  system.  The  property 
owners'  association  would  be  responsible  for  maintenance 
of  the  systems.  However,  it  would  be  impossible  to  state 
that  such  common  water  systems  would  never  become  public 
as  the  developer  has  no  control  over  the  number  of  people 
that  may  occupy  a living  unit.  It  would  be  in  the  best 
interest  of  future  residents  to  have  one  community  water 
system.  Since  the  many  common  water  systems  can  adequately 
supply  domestic  water,  no  statues  are  applicable  that 
would  force  the  developer  into  such  a venture. 

The  Department  of  Natural  Resources  made  the  following 
comments  in  regards  to  the  water  supply: 


In  vefevenoe  to  the  water  supply ^ there  is  no 
mention  of  water  rights.  On  page  7 it  is  stated 
that,  " . . , it  is  anticipated  (emphasis  added) 
that  no  single  well  will  serve  more  than  eight 
dwellings  or  more  than  24  persons  ..."  This 
statement  does  not  place  a limitation  on  the 
withdrawal  from  each  well.  In  accordance  with 
the  Water  Use  Act,  if  the  yield  is  100  gallons 
per  minute  or  more  per  well  than  an  application 
for  a beneficial  water  use  permit  must  be  made 
to  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Con- 
servation, and  a permit  to  appropriate  water  issued 
before  construction  may  begin.  It  should  be 
further  noted  that  the  Water  Use  Act  also  re- 
quires that  regardless  of  the  yield  from  each 
well,  the  driller  must  file  a well  log  report. 
Within  60  days  of  completion  the  appropriator 
must  file  a notice  of  completion  of  water  develop- 
ment with  the  Department. 
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As  noted  above,  the  two  test  wells  had  yields  of  98  and 
60  gallons  per  minute  after  four  hours  of  pumping. 

There  is  no  intention  of  pumping  100  or  more  gallons 
per  minute  from  wells  at  Beaver  Creek  South,  The  driller 
has  filed  a well  log  report  for  the  two  test  wells  with 
the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation, 

Comments  on  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  con- 
cerning water  supply  that  were  submitted  by  Dorothy 
Bradley  indicated  that  the  , . .fairly  oomplete  dis- 

cussion on  the  geology  of  the  area  . . , and  test  wells 
were  not  adequate  information  as  to  the  long-term  water 
need  of  the  proposed  subdivision.  This  becomes  a 
question  of  interpretation  of  the  language  of  Section 
69-5005,  R.C,M,  1947,  which  states  that  , . , adequate 
evidence  that  a water  supply  that  is  sufficient  in  terms 
of  quality s quantity  and  dependability  will  he  available 
to  ensure  an  adequate  supply  of  water  for  the  type  of  sub- 
division proposed.  It  has  been  deemed  by  this  department 
that  a favorable  hydrogeologic  report  and  two  drilled 
wells  that  produce  60  and  98  gallons  per  minute  is  adequate 
evidence. 

Regarding  the  potability  of  groundwater  in  the  West 
Gallatin  River  area,  the  following  data  has  been  compiled 
by  the  Gallatin  Canyon  Study  Team, 

NUTRIENT  CONTENT  OF  WELLS  AND  SPRINGS  (mg/1)* 


Well 

# Samples 

Total 

P04-B 

Ortho 

£24zZ 

N03-N 

NH3-N 

B.S, 

4 

0.057 

0.000 

0.053 

0.002 

Ch, 

3 

0.008 

0.000 

0.064 

0.002 

C.W, 

2 

0.019 

0.003 

01021 

0.225 

0.007 

M.W, 

3 

0.018 

0.000 

0.049 

NTS  4 

1 

0.018 

0.000 

0.410 

0.032 

Po 

4 

0.015 

0.000 

0.025 

0.030 

OP 

3 

0.017 

0.000 

0.121 

0.016 

BT4 

3 

0.042 

0.016 

0.000 

0.283 

NTS  6 

1 

0.004 

0.000 

0.177 

0.000 

NTS  7 

1 

0.027 

0.000 

0.340 

0.000 

Ro 

2 

0.018 

0.000 

0.012 

0.002 

Sm 

1 

0.008 

0.000 

0.013 

0.005 

Cr 

1 

0.000 

0.000 

0.080 

0.000 

NTS- 5 

1 

0.043 

0.025 

0.090 

0.000 

NTS- 8 

1 

0.017 

0.003 

0.014 

0.000 

*Ground  and  Surface  Water  Quality  of  the  West  Gallatin 
Canyon  Area,  Progress  Report,  1970) , 
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Well 

# Samples 

Total 

P04“B 

Ortho 

P04-P 

N03“N 

NH3-N 

Average 

0.035 

0.003 

0.104 

0.019 

Springs 

C.S. 

4 

0.071 

0.044 

0.103 

0.001 

M.S. 

4 

0.223 

0.106 

0.072 

0.011 

V.S. 

1 

0.020 

0.000 

0.006 

0.025 

LMR 

2 

0.045 

0.000 

0.017 

0.003 

Average 

0.105 

0.050 

0.060 

0.012 

As  can  be  seen,  the  groundwaters  have  not  been  contaminated 
by  the  chemical  pollutants  most  commonly  associated  with 
human  activity  and  water  quality  degradation.  Biological 
contamination  has  not  been  a factor  in  the  West  Gallatin 
area  due  to  its  semi-wilderness  character. 

Sewage  disposal  at  Beaver  Creek  South  or  any  other  subdivision 
is  the  most  important  variable  with  respect  to  maintenance 
of  ground  and  surface  water  quality, 

Can-Tex  Industries'  diffused  air  type  sewage  treatment 
units  are  proposed.  BOD*  and  suspended  solids  should  be 
reduced  80  to  90  percent,  and  fecal  coliforms  reduced 
to  200  per  100  milliliters,  thus  affording  the  equivalent 
of  secondary  treatment.  Plans  and  specifications  for 
these  sewage  treatment  units  are  available  for  inspection 
in  the  Helena  office  of  the  Water  Quality  Bureau.  Wastewater 
disposal  would  be  through  the  use  of  rapid  infiltration 
ponds,  Morrison-Maierle,  Inc.,  consulting  engineers,  pro- 
vided the  following  concerning  the  proposed  disposal  system: 

Two  pevQolation  ponds  are  proposed^  each  con- 
taining 20^000  square  feet  of  bottom  area.  The 
percolation  area  will  be  topsoiled  and  planted 
to  Reed  Canary  grass.  Maximum  dosing  rate  of 
secondary  treated  effluent  would  amount  to 
approximately  0,10  ft/day  (0,75  gal/sq , ft , /day ) 
under  initial  development  to  0,466  ft/day  (3,50 
gal/sq , ft , /day ) with  ultimate  development , The 
average  rate  would  be  1/2  these  values. 


*Biochemical  Oxygen  Demand  - a measure  of  the  organic  content 
of  the  sewage. 
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INITIAL 

ULTIMATE 

Population 

150 

700 

Plant  Flows 

Average  daily  flow 

15,000  gpd 

70,000  gpd 

Peak  flow 

40  gpm 

125  gpm 

mg/1  Ibs/day 

mg/1 

Ibs/day 

Sewage  Quality 

Raw  sewage  BOD 

200  26 

200 

120 

Raw  sewage  SS 

250  31 

250 

145 

Design  Efficiency  - Treatment  Plant 

Effluent  BOD  to 
percolation  ponds 
Effluent  SS  to 

15-25  3 

15-25 

14 

percolation  ponds 

20-30  4 

20-30 

17 

Extended  Aeration  Plant 

Components 

Design  flow 

15,000  gpd 

70,000 

gpd 

Aeration  tank 

Aeration  tank  de- 

15,012 gal. 

70,000 

gal . 

tention  time 

24  hrs. 

24 

hrs. 

Air  capacity 

52.2  CFM 

270 

CFM 

Blower 

3 HP 

one  at  3 

HP 

one  at  5 

HP 

Clarifier  volume 
Clarifier  detention 

2,872  gal. 

11,700 

gal. 

time 

Clarifier  surface 

4.6  hrs. 

4 

hrs . 

loading  rate 

237  gal/ft2 

256 

gal/ft2 

Clarifier  weir  overflow 

rate 

1,579  gal/L.F. 

2,080 

gal/L.F . 

Aerobic  digester 
Aerobic  digester  - 

3,393  gal. 

16,000 

gal. 

cu.  ft. /capita 

3.05 

3.05 

Chlorine  tank 

Chlorine  tank  de- 

392 gal. 

2,000 

gal . 

tention  time 

Gas  chlorinator 

37.7  min. 

40 

min . 

capacity 

100  Ib/day  max. 

100 

Ib/day  max. 

Percolation  Ponds 

Number  of  ponds 

2 

2 

Bottom  area,  each  pond  20,000  sq.  ft. 

20,000 

sq.  ft. 

Dosing  rate  (avg.) 

0.375  gal/ft2/day  1.75 

gal/f t2/day 
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In  order  to  evaluate  the  suitability  of  the  land  at  Beaver 
Creek  South  for  this  type  of  sewage  disposal  system, 
geologic,  hydrogeo log ic , and  soils  information  must  be 
analyzed.  Geologic  and  hydrogeologic  information  were 
presented  previously  in  this  revised  final  environmental 
impact  statement.  In  addition,  Donald  Alford,  consulting 
geologist,  prepared  a report  on  factors  influencing  slope 
stability  that  was  submitted  by  the  developers.  His  general 
conclusions  stated  that: 

The  Gallatin  Canyon  area  of  Montana  is  oharaoterized 
by  virtually  every  type  of  mass -movement  which  is 
known  to  occur.  These  include  rockfalls ^ rock- 
slidesj  talus  deposits , rapid  and  slow  slumpage^ 
earthflows  and  mudflows , It  is  apparent  that  if 
all  development  were  proscribed  in  and  near  areas 
of  mass-gravity  movements  ^ not  even  a road  would 
now  exist  in  the  Canyon, 

It  appears  that  a majority  of  the  geomorpic 
features  recognizeable  as  mass-gravity  phenomena 
are  quasi-stable  under  present  environmental 
conditions  which  exist  in  the  Gallatin  Canyon. 

Most  of  them  are  presumably  remnants  of  past 
periods  of  increased  water  availability  at  the 
surf ace j either  from  glacier  melt  or  periods  of 
increased  precipitation.  Some  are  undoubtedly 
the  results  of  the  1 959  Hebgen  Lake  earthquake . 
Certainly ^ there  is  no  uniform  state  of  con- 
ditional instability  which  would  allow  the  develop- 
ment of  regionally  valid  criteria  for  the  de- 
termination of  the  type  of  construction  which 
is  possible  on  any  given  slope. 

The  effects  of  human  activities  is  equally  in- 
determinate. klhile  the  construction  of  roads 
and  buildings  may  constitute  a sufficient  cause 
for  the  initiation  of  slope  instability this  is 
by  no  means  a foregone  conclusion.  Under  certain 
conditions y primarily  when  these  activities  re- 
sult in  a decrease  in  soil  moisture^  construction 
may  even  contribute  to  slope  stabilization.  It 
is  quite  likely  that  the  construction  of  roads 
across  convex  slopes  will  probably  invariably 
result  in  some  slumping  buty  given  a certain  amount 
of  care y this  type  of  surface  morphology  can  be 
avoided , This  is  primarily  an  engineering  problem 
except  in  areas  where  some  type  of  movement  is 
occurring  under  natural y unmodified  conditions , 


Page  12 


None  of  the  area  to  be  served  by  sewer  systems  or  the 
proposed  sewage  treatment  plant  and  percolation  ponds  is 
on  land  characterized  by  mass  land  movement,  although 
ground  of  this  type  is  in  evidence  in  the  SE  1/4  of 
Section  17.  The  potentially  developed  area  at  Beaver 
Creek  South  has  been  tentatively  located  so  as  to  avoid 
these  types  of  land  forms  and  the  problems  Donald  Alford 
enumerates  that  are  associated  with  them. 

From  the  GENERAL  SOILS  MAPS  AND  SOILS  INTERPRETATION 
by  J.  A,  Olsen,  et.  al.  of  the  Montana  Agricultural 
Experiment  Station  in  Bozeman,  the  subject  Beaver  Creek 
South  property  contains  three  basic  types  of  soil 
associations: 

1.  Bigel-Hobacker  on  the  relatively  flat  lands 
on  the  north  and  east  sides  of  the  property. 

2.  Leavitt-Hanson  on  the  near  hilltop  slopes  of 
grades  20  percent  and  less. 

3.  Leavitt-Loberg  on  the  lower  steep  slopes  of 
the  hill  facing  north  and  east  with  grades  from 
20  to  40  percent. 

The  Bigel”Hobacker  Association  is  well  drained,  gravelly 
and  cobbly  soils  and  shallow  gravelly  soils.  These  soils 
are  found  on  the  nearly  level  terraces  of  the  Gallatin 
River  and  the  fan  of  Beaver  Creek,  a main  tributary.  These 
soils  are  suitable,  with  only  slight  possible  limitations, 
for  foundations  for  low  buildings,  with  or  without  basements 
and  show  only  slight  possible  limitations  for  roads,  parking, 
lawns  and  landscaping.  It  is  upon  this  soils  association 
that  the  planned  m.ulti-f amily  residences  will  be  built. 

Also,  the  development  sewage  treatment  plant  and  filter 
ponds  will  be  located  on  these  soils  where  possible  limi- 
tations for  this  use  are  judged  to  be  slight  to  moderate 
in  the  above-referenced  GENERAL  SOILS  MAP  OF  GALLATIN 
CANYON . 

The  Leavitt-Hanson  association  is  deep,  well  drained, 
stony  loam  soils.  These  soils  are  found  on  the  0 to  30 
percent  slopes  at  or  near  the  top  of  the  hill  and  on  its 
upper  north  facing  slopes.  Moderate  limitations  are 
possible  for  foundations  of  low  buildings  on  this  soil 
association,  particularly  where  the  slope  is  excessive 
grade.  There  is  no  part  of  this  planned  subdivision  that 
has  been  or  will  be  laid  out  on  the  Leavitt-Hanson 
association  of  soil  type. 
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The  Leavitt-Lobert  association  is  well  drained,  strong 
loam  and  clay  soils.  At  Beaver  Creek  South,  this  soils 
association  is  found  on  the  middle,  steeper  slopes  of 
the  hill  on  the  southwest  of  the  property.  Development 
limitations  on  this  soil  is  very  similar  and  moderately 
greater  to  those  expected  with  the  Leavitt-Hanson  association. 
The  Leavitt-Loberg  association  soils  are  located  on  the 
north  and  east  facing  slopes  where  the  grade  is  from  30 
to  50  percent.  There  is  no  part  of  this  planned  subdivision 
that  has  been  or  will  be  laid  out  on  the  Leavitt-Loberg 
association  of  soil  type. 

In  May  1973,  12  ten-foot  deep  soil  test  pits  were  dug 
at  various  locations  on  the  subject  property.  The  pri- 
mary purpose  of  these  pits  was  to  determine  if  the  ground- 
water  in  the  spring  would  be  within  ten  feet  of  the  sur- 
face. No  groundwater  was  found  at  any  of  the  pits.  In 
general,  the  loamy  topsoil  was  found  to  be  12  to  18 
inches  deep,  and  the  various  soils  below  were  generally 
cobbly,  gravelly,  deep  and  well  drained. 

Numerous  wastewater  facilities  across  the  country  are 
successfully  utilizing  percolation  ponds  or  other  methods 
of  surface  disposal  of  treated  wastewater.  Following  is 
a brief  summary  of  data  collected  from  some  of  these 
facilities  as  related  to  loading  rates,  nutrient  removal 
efficiencies  and  other  pertinent  information. 


Flushing  Meadows  Project  - Phoenix,  Arizona 

Reference  - "Water  Quality  Aspects  of  Intermittent 
Systems  Using  Secondary  Sewage  Effluent"  by  Herman 
Bouwer,  U.  S.  Water  Conservation  Laboratory,  Phoenix, 
Arizona. 

(a)  Grassed  percolation  ponds  (Bermuda  Grass) . 

(b)  Soil  profile  - 3 feet  fine  loamy  sand  under- 
lying by  coarse  sand  and  gravel. 

(c)  Depth  to  water  table  - 10  feet. 

(d)  Infiltration  Rates  - 1 to  3 feet  per  day 

(7.5  to  22.5  gallons  per  square  foot  per  day). 

(e)  Wastewater  applied  - secondary  effluent. 

(f)  With  inundation  periods  of  two  to  three  weeks,  the 
nitrogen  was  reduced  between  1 and  3 milligrams  per 
liter  at  20-foot  depth  test  wells  located  100  feet 
from  the  percolation  ponds.  Phosphates  average 
about  1.5  milligrams  per  liter  at  the  same  test  wells. 
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Robert  A.  Taft  Water  Research  Center  - Cincinnati,  Ohio 

Reference  - "Soil  Systems  for  Liquid  Waste  Treatment 
and  Disposal:  Environmental  Factors"  by  Warren  A. 
Schwartz  and  Thomas  W.  Dendixen,  WPCF  Journal,  April 
1970. 

(a)  Lysimeter  studies  with  and  without  vegetation, 

(b)  Vegetation  used  - Reed  Canary  Grass. 

(c)  Soils  “ Ottawa  silica  sand  and  Downs  silt  loam. 

(d)  Unsaturated  depth  of  soil  - 5 feet  represents 
an  adequate  depth  in  most  situations. 

(e)  Wastewater  applied  - Secondary  trickling  filter 
effluent. 

(f)  At  loading  rate  of  one  gallon  per  square  foot  per 
day  on  bare  soil,  phosphorous  removal  was  98 
percent,  ammonia  nitrogen  96  percent,  and  total 
nitrogen  48  percent. 

(g)  At  loading  rate  of  one  gallon  per  square  foot  per 
day  on  Reed  Canary  grass,  phosphorous  removal 
was  99  percent,  aimnonia  nitrogen  96  percent,  and 
total  nitrogen  85  percent, 

(h)  Vegetation  on  soil  surface  increases  hydraulic 
longevity  by  a factor  of  two. 

(i)  Biological  treatment  is  the  main  victim  of  cold 
weather.  The  adverse  effects  of  cold  weather 
operations  can  be  overcome  by  achieving  biological 
maturity  in  the  system  prior  to  the  onset  of  the 
cold  season, 

(j)  Over  99  percent  of  plant  nitrates  and  92  percent 
of  the  total  plant  nitrogen  is  lost  to  the 
atmosphere  when  the  grass  is  burned. 

San  Francisco  Bay,  Chicago  - South  End  Lake  Michigan, 

Southeastern  Michigan,  Cleveland-Akron  Metropolitan  and  Mer- 

rimack River  Basin  Areas 

Reference  - "Assessment  of  the  Effectiveness  and 
Effects  of  Land  Disposal  Methodologies  of  Waste- 
water  Management,"  Wastewater  Management  Report  72-1, 
U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  January  1972. 

(a)  Wastewater  applied  - secondarly  effluent. 
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(b)  Rapid  Infiltration  Ponds  - Design  loadings 
suggested  up  to  330  feet  per  year  (6.8 
gallons  per  square  foot  per  day  average) . 

(c)  Removal  of  BOD  and  SS  in  rapid  infiltration 
ponds  is  very  effective  - over  99  percent. 

(d)  Rapid  Infiltration  Ponds  with  Grass  - field 

results:  Case  1 - Application  3 feet  per  day 

(22.5  gallons  per  square  foot  per  day)  14-day 
infiltration,  14-day  rest,  silty  sand  soil 
with  2 percent  clay,  total  nitrogen  removal 

is  80  percent,  phosphate  removal  is  62  percent. 

Case  2 - Application  4.5  feet  per  day  (34.5 
gallons  per  square  foot  per  day)  6-month  in- 
filtration, 6-month  rest,  sandy  soil  with  0 
percent  clay,  total  nitrogen  removal  is  92.4 
percent,  phosphate  removal  is  92.5  percent. 

(e)  Estimated  Effectiveness  of  Rapid  Infiltration 
Ponds  - Application  330  feet  per  year  (6.8 
gallons  per  square  foot  per  day)  10  days 
infiltration,  4 days  rest,  sandy  gravel  soil 
with  continuous  vegetation,  nitrogen  removal 

is  80  percent,  phosphate  removal  is  90  percent. 

(f)  Volatilization  of  nitrogen  gases  through 
biological  nitrification  - denitrification  remains 
the  major  mechanism  of  nitrogen  removal  in 

rapid  infiltration  ponds. 

(g)  An  increasing  clay  content  in  the  soil  will 
increase  denitrification  and  nitrogen  and 
phosphate  removal  by  adsorption. 

(h)  The  nitrogen  removal  in  rapid  infiltration  ponds 
is  mainly  governed  by  the  period  the  basin  is 
inundated.  A longer  period  gives  a better 
balance  between  aerobic  and  anaerobic  con- 
ditions necessary  for  nitrification-denitrification. 
However,  prolonged  inundation  periods,  which 
create  permanent  aerobic  conditions,  should  be 
avoided. 

Miscellaneous  Projects 

Reference  -"EPA  Studies  on  Applying  Sludge  and  Effluent 

to  the  Land,”  by  Curtis  C.  Harlin,  Jr.,  Chief, 

National  Water  Quality  Research  Program;  Robert  S. 

Kerr,  Environmental  Research  Laboratory,  EPA,  Ada, 

Oklahoma,  Compost  Science,  July-August,  1973. 
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Infiltration-Percolation  Studies 

(a)  Four  projects  studied  in  the  southwestern  states 
and  two  projects  in  the  north  central  states. 

(b)  Denitrification  in  the  soil  plays  a major  role 
in  obtaining  nitrogen  removal, 

(c)  Results  of  the  colder  north  central  states 
projects  were  similar  to  those  observed  in  the 
southwest  although  climatic  and  soil  differences 
necessitate  different  rates  of  loadings. 

(d)  Short  flooding  and  drying  cycles  resulted  in 
high  nitrate  concentrations  in  the  groundwater 
immediately  under  the  percolation  site. 

(e)  Longer  flooding  periods  resulted  in  total  nitrogen 
removal  at  one  north  central  site  of  70  percent 
and  90  percent  near  Pheonix. 

(f)  Quote  - Ouv  experiences  from  these  projects 
indicate  -the  infiltration-percolation  approach 
can  be  utilized  effectively  to  achieve  specified 
levels  of  tertiary  treatment  at  selected  sites. 


Overview 

Reference  - "Wastewater  Treatment  and  Reuse  by 
Land  Application"  - EPA  - 660/2-73“006a , August, 

1973. 

Infiltration-Percolation  Ponds 

(a)  Infiltration  Rates  - Moderate  - Four  inches  to 

60  inches  per  week  (0.35  to  5.5  gallons  per  square 
foot  per  day) . High  rate  - Five  feet  to 
10  feet  per  week  (5.5  to  11  gallons  per  square 
foot  per  day) , 

(b)  Soils  with  infiltration  rates  of  four  inches  per 
day  to  tv/o  feet  per  day  or  more  are  desirable 
for  percolation  ponds, 

(c)  Phosphorous  removals  generally  range  from  70 

to  90  percent  depending  on  physical  and  chemical 
characteristics  of  the  soil  that  influence  re- 
tention of  phosphorous. 

(d)  Nitrogen  removals  are  generally  poor  unless 
specific  operating  procedures  are  established  to 
maximize  denitrification. 
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(e)  Increased  nitrogen  and  phosphorous  can  be  re- 
moved with  vegetation  through  plant  uptake  with 
harvest. 

(f)  At  Lake  George,  New  York,  phosphorous  retention 
in  some  percolation  ponds  appears  to  have  been 
exhausted  through  ten  feet  of  soil.  The  system 
has  been  operating  about  35  years  at  moderate 
rates  of  7 to  15  inches  per  week. 

(g)  At  Lake  George,  the  snow  and  ice  do  not  present 
serious  problems.  As  the  basins  are  flooded, 
the  ice  floats  seven  to  eight  inches  and  serves 

to  insulate  the  soil  surface  from  further  lowering 
of  temperature. 

(h)  Infiltration-Percolation  - Use  in  cold  climates- 
excellent . 

Penn  State  Project 

Reference  - "Crop  Selection  and  Management  Alternatives  - 

Perennials,"  by  William  E,  Sopper,  Penn  State  University, 

Proceedings  of  the  Joint  Conference  on  Recycling 

Municipal  Sludges  and  Effluents  on  Land,  July,  1973, 

(a)  Perennial  grasses  appear  to  be  the  most  suitable 
for  wastewater  disposal. 

(b)  Secondary  effluent  applied  to  Reed  Canary  grass, 
all  seasons. 

(c)  Average  application  - two  inches  per  week,  1965  - 
1970. 

(d)  During  six-year  period,  2,127  pounds  of  nitrogen 
were  applied  to  Reed  Canary  Grass,  A total  of 
2,071  pounds  were  removed  in  the  harvested  crops, 
resulting  in  a renovation  efficiency  of  97.3  per- 
cent. 

(e)  Annual  renovation  efficiencies  on  phosphorous 
varied  from  24  to  63  percent. 

(f)  Quote  - In  summary^  it  appears  that  there  is 
sufficient  evidence  to  indicate  that  perennial 
grass  management  systems  are  adaptable  to 
municipal  wastewater ^ , . . and  that  the  waste- 
water  can  be  satisfactorily  renovated. 
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Overview 

Reference  ~ "Treatment  Processes  and  Environmental 
Impacts  of  Liquid  Waste  Disposal  on  Soil,"  by  Eugene 
B.  Welch  and  Demetrios  E,  Spyridakis,  Fourth  Annual 
Environmental  Engineers’  Conference,  Montana  State 
University,  February,  1973. 


(a) 

Plant  uptake  of  phosphorous  and  nitrogen  combined 
with  biological  and  chemical  immobilization  of 
phosphorous  and  volatilization  of  nitrogen  through 
biological  and/or  chemical  denitrification,  and 
escape  of  ammonia  from  alkaline  soils,  and  nitrate 
leaching  provide  the  main  mechanisms  for  nitrogen 
and  phosphorous  removals  from  soil  solution. 

(b) 

Eighty  to  90  percent  nitrogen  removals  by  soil 
systems  are  indicated  by  values  obtained  the 
last  15  to  20  years  in  comparable  experimental 
systems  under  a variety  of  environmental  conditions 

(c) 

Efficiencies  of  nitrogen  removal  may  be  increased 
(greater  than  90  percent)  and  maintained  for  many 
years  by  additions  of  organic  carbon. 

(d) 

A high  carbon-nitrogen  ratio  will  accumulate 
nitrogen  in  the  soil  minimizing  loss  through 
leaching.  Increased  soil  organic  matter  will 
also  maintain  or  improve  soil  structure,  increase 
the  potential  for  plant  uptake  and  aid  aeration 
and  water  flow  processes. 

Summary  Report 

Reference  - "Project  Report  of  Pilot  Studies  on  the  Use 
of  Soils  as  Waste  Treatment  Media"  (1962-1967) , by 

Warren  A.  Schwartz,  Thomas  W.  Dendixen  and  Richard  E. 
Thomas,  FWPCA,  July,  1967. 

(a) 

Vegetation  on  soil  - Reed  Canary  grass  and  soil 
removed  85  percent  of  the  total  nitrogen  dosed 
versus  48  percent  for  bare  soil. 

(b) 

Burning  of  the  grass  resulted  in  91.7  percent 
of  the  total  nitrogen  lost  to  the  atmosphere. 

(c) 

Cold  temperatures  tend  to  suppress  biological 
activity  in  the  winter  but  also  produce  several 
other  effects.  Snow  or  ice  can  serve  as  insulation 
for  the  surface  for  ice  frequently  forms  a bridge 
over  the  surface  with  the  pond  liquid  infiltrating 
out  from  under  it. 
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(d)  Nitrification  is  suppressed  with  cold  weather 

startup  of  infiltration  systems.  Summer  start- 
ups provide  a more  mature  biological  system  re- 
sulting in  better  overall  seasonal  removals  of 
total  nitrogen. 

The  U.  S.  Forest  Service  alleged  that  Brelsford  and  Associates 
have  made  most  favorable  interpretations  of  J.  A.  Olsen, 
et.  al.  GENERAL  SOILS  MAPS  AND  SOILS  INTERPRETATION  and 
questioned  whether  the  single-family  residences  and  neighbor- 
hood commercial  area  would  be  confined  to  the  Bigel- 
Hobacker  soils.  The  sewage  treatment  plant  and  percolation 
ponds  would  be  located  on  Bigel  soils.  The  neighborhood 
and  commercial  area  and  some  of  the  single-family  resi- 
dences will  be  located  on  the  Bigel-Hobacker  Association 
soils.  Part  of  the  single-family  residences  would  be 
constructed  on  Leavitt- Loeberg  and  Leavitt-Hanson 
associations. 

With  respect  to  the  matter  of  sewage  disposal,  Dorothy 
Bradley  made  the  following  comments  concerning  the  draft 
environmental  impact  statement: 

Information  was  definitely  insufficient  on  the 
matter  of  sewage  disposal , P.  11  of  the  EIS 
states  that  "the  proposed  method  of  wastewater 
disposal  is  still  under  review  by  the  VJater 
Quality  Bureau,"  How  is  the  public  supposed  to 
evaluate  something  on  which  the  agency  has  made 
no  determination?  The  EIS  would  have  it  appear 
as  a relatively  simple  matter^  saying  on  P,  14, 

"when  it  is  determined  what  pond  area  and  dosing 
rates  of  wastewater  from  the  sewage  treatment 
would  insure  the  quality  of  ground  and  surface  waters, 
then  the  proposed  development  would  appear  to  meet 
the  concept  criteria  required  ..."  This  conflicts 
with  another  agency  which  states  on  P,  12  that 
"unless  at  least  tertiary  sewage  treatment  is 
planned,  it  is  my  feeling  that  in  time  water 
quality  degradation  will  occur  in  the  water- 
course in  the  area  even  though  the  seepage  ponds 
are  located  quite  far  away  from  either  stream." 

Part  of  the  purpose  of  the  EIS  is  to  present  to 
the  public  information  and  agency  evaluations 
regarding  decisions  that  are  to  be  made.  In- 
formation on  waste  treatment  should  not  be  skimped. 

Agency  conflicts  should  be  cleared  up  or,  at 
least  analy zed. 
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It  would  appear  that  Ms.  Bradley's  primary  objection  to 
the  discussion  of  sewage  disposal  in  the  draft  environ- 
mental impact  statement  was  not  a matter  of  insufficient 
information  but  the  fact  that  the  Water  Quality  Bureau 
had  not  made  an  irrevocable  decision  concerning  the  future 
course  of  action.  If  a decision  had  been  reached,  an 
environmental  impact  statement  would  have  been  a means  of 
justification  and  not  in  compliance  with  the  Montana  En- 
vironmental Policy  Act,  If  an  irrevocable  decision  had 
been  reached,  no  environmental  impact  statement  would  have 
been  prepared,  for  the  environmental  impact  statement 
process  should  be  a predecision  methodology  to  assure  a 
reasoned  and  balanced  judgment  about  the  effects  of  a 
project  before  it  is  begun. 

The  Montana  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  the  Northern 
Rockies  Action  Group  and  Dorothy  Bradley  have  expressed 
interest  in  a tertiary  treatment  system  in  their  responses 
to  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement.  There  is  much 
public  misunderstanding  concerning  tertiary  treatment  as 
many  consider  this  to  be  a magic  cure-all  for  complex 
problems. 

In  reality,  tertiary  treatment  is  partial  removal  of  pol- 
lutants not  removed  by  conventional  biological  secondary 
treatment  processes.  Here,  removal  implies  a reduction 
in  concentration  of  pollutantS“-not  complete  removal. 

These  pollutants  would  include  suspended  solids,  bio- 
chemical oxygen  demand,  refractory  organics,  nutrients 
(nitrogen  and  phosphorus)  and  inorganic  salts.  Depending 
on  the  tertiary  treatment  needs,  the  unit  operation (s) 
could  consist  of  something  simple  like  filtration  or 
complex  like  chemical  coagulation,  reverse  osmosis  or 
electrodialysis.  In  the  case  of  percolation  ponds,  the 
soil  system  and  vegetation  is  a tertiary  treatment  system. 

Reed  Canary  grass  is  a hearty  plant  that  can  withstand 
large  quantities  of  water.  The  grass  is  being  used  pri- 
marily for  nutrient  removal;  however,  improved  percolation 
is  a secondary  benefit.  Tests  have  shown  that  the  in- 
filtration rate  can  be  25  percent  higher  in  a grass-covered 
basin  than  in  a bare  soil  basin. 

High  percentages  of  phosphate  removal  are  expected  through 
plant  uptake  and  adsorption  by  soil  particles.  The  depth 
of  soil  column  to  the  groundwater  is  more  than  generous 
for  this  purpose. 

Nitrogen  removal  is  probably  the  item  of  most  concern  and 
will  require  some  care  in  operation  and  management  to 
accomplish  desired  results.  The  direct  uptake  of  nitrogen 
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by  the  grass  roots  for  Reed  Canary  grass  is  estimated  to 
be  about  200  pounds  per  acre  per  year,  (U.  S.  COE  Special 
Report  171,  May  1972  states  226  pounds  per  acre  per  year 
for  Reed  Canary  grass) , Possibly  more  significant  than 
plant  uptake  is  nitrigen  removal  by  biodenitrification, 
an  anaerobic  process  where  nitrates  are  reduced  mainly  to 
nitrogen  gas  which  escapes  to  the  atmosphere.  Studies 
conducted  by  Herman  Bouwer  at  the  Flushing  Meadows  Project 
in  Arizona  determined  that  this  nitrogen  removal  process 
contributed  to  the  largest  portion  of  nitrogen  removed. 
However,  they  were  loading  the  percolation  ponds  at  extreme 
rates,  averaging  about  seven  and  one-half  gallons  per 
square  foot  per  day,  which  contributed  for  more  nitrogen 
than  the  grass  roots  could  possibly  take  up. 

High  percentages  of  nitrogen  removal  do  not  take  place 
with  frequent,  short  inundation  periods  when  complete 
aerobic  conditions  prevail.  However,  there  is  significant 
nitrogen  removal  for  longer  inundation  periods  when  oxygen 
is  limited  allowing  denitrification  of  the  nitrates  present. 
Since  the  loading  rates  at  Beaver  Creek  South  will  be 
considerably  less  than  the  regular  high  rate  percolation 
ponds,  it  is  expected  that  a higher  percentage  of  the  nitrogen 
removal  will  be  by  plant  uptake.  However,  during  the 
winter  months,  the  denitrification  process,  along  with 
adsorption  by  the  clay  fraction,  would  play  a more  important 
role. 

Careful  scheduling  of  inundation  and  dry-up  periods  of 
the  percolation  ponds  is  important  to  achieve  the  highest 
degree  of  nitrogen  removal.  Longer  inundation  periods  are 
desirable  for  nitrogen  removal  in  grassed  basins  where 
nitrogen  loadings  exceed  uptake  capacities  of  the  grass. 

Dry-up  periods,  however,  are  necessary  to  allow  oxygen 
to  enter  the  soil  for  the  aerobic  bacteria  that  decompose 
the  organic  waste  matter  and  to  obtain  a recovery  in  the 
infiltration  rate. 

Assuming  a total  nitrogen  concentration  in  the  secondary 
effluent  at  Beaver  Creek  South  of  20  milligrams  per  liter, 
the  total  annual  nitrogen  applied  would  amount  to  about 
910  pounds  at  the  initial  development  (design  flow  is 
15,000  gallons  per  day)  and  about  4,250  pounds  at  ultimate 
development  (design  flow  is  70,000  gallons  per  day). 

Plant  uptake  for  Reed  Canary  grass  would  remove  perhaps 
200  pounds  per  acre.  To  provide  the  necessary  area  for 
complete  plant  uptake  of  the  nitrogen  would  require  in 
excess  of  20  acres  at  design  flows,  which  is  beyond  the 
limits  of  a percolation  pond.  Biological  nitrification- 
denitrification  and  adsorption  must  then  be  relied  on  to 
remove  the  larger  portion  of  the  nitrogen. 
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It  is  proposed  that  the  percolation  ponds  be  inundated  and 
dried  on  14-day  cycles.  The  rise  or  mounding  of  the  ground- 
water  table  as  a result  of  this  disposal  system  is  expected 
to  be  minor , 

In  addition  to  improving  nutrient  removal  and  providing 
better  percolation  capabilities,  the  Reed  Canary  grass 
will  provide  additional  benefits  in  reducing  water  content 
through  evapotranspiration.  The  grass  vegetation  will  also 
offer  some  protection  against  freezing. 

Two  percolation  ponds  of  20,000  square  feet  each  are 
planned  for  both  initial  and  ultimate  development.  Dosing 
rates  at  ultimate  development  would  still  be  low  compared 
to  rates  commonly  used.  However,  additional  percolation 
pond  area  can  be  added  after  gaining  operating  experience, 
if  it  is  determined  that  the  additional  area  will  benefit 
treatment. 

Since  percolation  ponds  have  not  been  used  to  a great  extent 
in  this  part  of  the  country,  any  such  system  would  require 
monitoring  wells  to  ascertain  any  effect  on  groundwater. 

Two  to  the  east  of  the  ponds  and  one  north  of  the  ponds 
would  be  necessary. 

These  wells  would  be  tested  every  three  months,  and  the 
BOD,  suspended  solids,  nitrogen,  phosphorus,  and  fecal 
coliform  count  would  be  reported  to  the  department  along 
with  data  on  the  total  weekly  flow  from  the  treatment  plant. 
The  sewage  treatment  plant  and  wastewater  disposal  system 
would  be  adjusted  pending  the  data  obtained  from  the  test 
wells . 

Any  sewage  disposal  system  that  requires  maintenance  needs 
careful  management.  The  Beaver  Creek  South  Association, 
which  would  comprise  the  lot  owners,  would  be  responsible 
for  operation  of  the  sewage  treatment  plant.  A qualified 
operator  would  have  to  be  hired  to  maintain  the  plant. 

Since  this  sewage  plant  would  serve  ten  or  more  families, 
the  operator  would  have  to  pass  an  examination  and  be 
licensed  by  the  Montana  Board  of  Certification  of  Water 
and  Wastewater  Operators. 

The  vegetation  would  have  to  be  harvested  from  any  type 
of  surface  disposal  system,  whether  it  be  an  infiltration 
pond  or  irrigation  system. 

Probable  Impacts  of  the  Project  on  the  Environment 

Impacts  from  development  of  this  property  would  undoubtedly 
fall  within  the  range  associated  with  the  residential  use 
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of  a mountain  valley.  A visual  impact  would  certainly 
result  from  the  proposed  development.  The  severity  of 
this  visual  impact  is  purely  speculation,  and  the  de- 
sirability is  a matter  of  personal  aesthetic  values. 

The  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation  had 
the  following  comments  concerning  the  visual  impact  of 
the  proposed  development: 

Vie  agree  that  the  visual  impact  of  the  proposed 
development  is^  to  a degree^  open  to  speculation 
and  a matter  of  personal  values.  However,  the 
Final  EIS  should  acknowledge  the  fact  that  the 
Gallatin  Canyon  is  widely  renowned  for  its 
scenic,  natural  beauty,  unmarred  by  extensive 
development . The  placement  of  subdivisions 
within  the  scenic  canyon  setting,  therefore , 
has  a far  more  serious  visual  impact  relative 
to  similar  developments  within  or  near  urbanized 
areas , 

The  department  will  acknowledge  the  fact  that  the  Gallatin 
Canyon  is  a widely  renowned  area  noted  for  its  scenic 
beauty  that  has  not,  until  the  last  several  years,  been 
subject  to  extensive  development.  Any  development, 
including  the  proposed  Beaver  Creek  South,  placed  within 
this  scenic  canyon  setting  would  be  considered  aesthetically 
offensive  by  a majority  of  people. 

The  U.  S.  Forest  Service  stated: 

The  Beaver  Creek  development  is  not  adjacent 
to  national  Forest  land.  Effects  on  national 
Forest  land  will  be  secondary  in  such  forms 
as  increased  pressure  for  the  161  KV  power- 
line, highway  191  improvement,  use  of  national 
Forest  lands  for  various  recreation  purposes , 
etc. 

The  Northern  Rockies  Action  Group  made  the  following  com- 
ments with  respect  to  probable  environmental  impacts  on 
the  environment  of  the  proposed  subdivision: 

. . . where  the  Department  does  engage  in  its 

own  analysis,  the  language  used  is  primarily 
canned.  For  example,  it  is  reasonable  to 
assume  without  knowing  anything  besides  the 
location  of  this  development  that  the  impacts 
would  "undoubtedly  fall  within  the  range 
associated  with  the  residential  use  of  a 
mountain  valley,"  However,  this  kind  of 
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statement  does  not  oome  close  to  satisfying 
the  requirements  of  the  Montana  Environ- 
mental Policy  Act  and  the  guidelines  pre- 
pared thereunder . A rather  rigorous 
balancing  analysis  of  costs  and  benefits 
of  residential  use  of  a mountain  valley 
should  be  undertaken.  Absent  this  kind 
of  analy sis s the  statement  is  not  in  com- 
pliance , 


Admittedly,  some  language  used  in  the  preparation  of  an 
environmental  impact  statement  for  a subdivision  sounds 
"canned"  as  the  impacts  of  one  subdivision  may  be  similar 
in  some  respects  to  impacts  of  others. 

Economists  have  not  developed  an  acceptable  process 
to  place  on  economic  evaluation  on  such  intangibles 
as  aesthetics.  The  severity  of  a visual  impact  is 
still  the  "canned"  speculation  and  the  desirability 
a matter  of  personal  aesthetic  values. 

The  SE  1/4  of  Section  17  has  been  recently  grazed  by 
livestock.  Although  no  range  survey  has  been  com- 
pleted on  this  site,  other  areas  with  similar  climate, 
soils  and  vegetation  require  four  to  seven  acres  per 
animal  unit  month,  depending  upon  range  conditions  and 
trends.  This  land  would  not  be  usable  as  pasture 
should  the  subdivision  proceed  as  planned. 

The  Montana  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  reports  that 
the  proposed  subdivision  and  the  immediate  area  cur- 
rently winters  in  the  vicinity  of  ten  elk  plus  deer 
and  moose.  Game  birds  are  also  present.  The  Montana 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  offered  the  following  com- 
ments before  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement 
was  released. 

One  of  our  greatest  concerns  with  development 
within  the  Gallatin  Canyon  is  the  destruction 
of  wildlife  range.  Any  development  in  this 
area  destroys  the  potential  of  maintaining 
wildlife  in  their  existing  numbers , The  Beaver 
Creek  South  subdivision  is  no  exception  and 
will  reduce  the  carrying  capacity  of  the  area 
for  wildlife. 

The  other  factor  related  to  wildlife  when  estab- 
lishing a subdivision  is  the  fact  that  people 
concnetrations  tend  to  change  the  use  of  much 
more  area  than  just  where  they  physically  live.  For 
example at  the  present  time  people  living  on 


Page  25 


the  south  end  of  the  Gallatin  Game  Range  plus 
the  trustees  of  the  Ophir  Grade  School  complain 
about  hunting  on  the  Game  Range,  The  Gallatin 
Game  Range  was  purchased  by  Montana  Sportsmen 
for  raising  elk  and  other  wildlife  and  hunting. 

This  purchase  was  made  before  any  extensive 
development  occurred  in  the  area  and  people 
who  later  built  in  the  area  knew  it  was  a Game 
Range,  Yet,  now  they  are  complaining  about 
hunting.  This  reminds  me  of  people  who  build 
close  to  an  airport  and  then  complain  about  the 
airplane  noise.  The  Beaver  Creek  South  sub- 
division is  also  located  adjacent  (The  Montana 
Fish  and  Game  owns  the  rest  of  Section  17)  to 
the  Gallatin  Game  Range  and  in  the  future  people 
will  no  doubt  attempt  to  change  the  long  estab- 
lished hunting  use  of  a large  part  of  the  general 
area,  A few  people  may  have  an  effect  on  the 
entire  Montana  hunting  public.  This  same 
problem  can  be  further  pointed  out  by  a pro- 
posal by  The  Big  Sky  Corporation  to  make  a 
large  portion  of  the  West  Fork  of  the  Gallatin 
River  a game  refuge  and  allow  no  hunting. 

The  report  you  furnished  indicated  there  would 
be  a central  sewage  treatment  facility  but  no 
real  details  were  available , I cannot  really 
accept  or  reject  this  method  of  sewage  treat- 
ment until  more  details  are  available.  Unless 
at  least  tertiary  sewage  treatment  is  planned, 
it  is  my  feeling  that  in  time  water  quality 
degradation  will  occur  in  the  watercourse  in  the 
area  even  though  the  seepage  ponds  are  located 
quite  far  away  from  either  stream. 

The  question  of  sewage  disposal  was  considered  earlier 
in  this  statement.  It  should  be  noted  the  Montana  De- 
partment of  Fish  and  Game  did  not  offer  additional  com- 
ments in  response  to  the  final  environmental  impact 
statement.  The  Gallatin  Sportsmen's  Association  did 
respond  stating  their  concern  for  the  adverse  environ- 
mental impacts  the  proposed  subdivision  would  have  on  wild- 
life. 


We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the 
draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  the 
proposed  Beaver  Creek  South  subdivision  in 
Gallatin  County,  Our  main  concern  is  for  wild- 
life, mainly  elk,  in  the  area  of  the  subdivision 
and  adjacent  to  the  subdivision. 
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Wildli-fe  provide  a major  source  of  recreation  in 
the  Gallatin.  Recreation  hunting  has  been  a tra^ 
ditional  and  necessary  form  of  wildlife  management 
for  years.  For  7S  years ^ Montana  Sportsmen  have 
invested  their  money  in  management  programs  for 
the  benefit  of  wildlife ^ people  and  recreation. 

The  Beaver  Creek  South  subdivision  is  adj acent  to 
the  Gallatin  Gam.e  Range  which  was  acquired  for 
wildlife  winter  range  and  hunting  in  1951  with 
sportsmen’s  money  generated  by  hunting  license 
fees  and  excise  taxes  on  sporting  arms  and  ammunition. 

Since  1951  more  extensive  development  has  occurred 
in  the  area  and  the  newcomers  are  already  complain- 
ing about  the  hunting  on  the  ga.me  range  and  ad- 
joining public  land.  While  we  share  their  con- 
cern we  must  remind  them  that  hunting  has  been  an 
established  use  of  wildlife  on  public  lands  since 
Montana  became  a state.  We  suggest  it  be  mandatory 
that  subdivision  developers  inform  prospective 
buyers  of  the  fact  that  hunting  on  public  lands 
is  an  establi shed  right! 

Environmental  impaot  statements  often  convey  the 
feeling  that  wild,lif e is  not  disturbed  by  develop- 
ment and  merely  move  to  another  part  of  the  forest 
and  live  happily  ever  after.  Such  a feeling  has  no 
basis  in  fact  and  demonstrates  a lack  of  appreciation 
for  wildlife  ecology.  Most  Montana  wildlife ^ 
especially  the  big  game  species ^ require  habitat  with 
wilderness  type  characteristics , Development  in  one 
form  or  another  and  the  year  long  people  activities 
associated  with  development  can  effectively  stop 
wildlife  production  in  the  impacted  area.  The  area 
of  impact  is  always  a much  larger  area  than  that 
occupied  by  the  development  alone.  Eventually ^ 
development  will  stop  the  production  of  the  wildlife 
dependent  upon  the  area  and  their  contribution  to  the 
wildlife  population  will  be  lost  forever. 

The  development  of  land  in  wildlife  winter  range 
areaSy  such  as  Beaver  Creek  South  subdivision^  may 
also  result  in  considerable  economic  loss  to  Montana. 

A recent  publication  indicates  that  wildlife  in  the 
area  of  the  proposed  subdivision  would  yield  between 
$50  and  $100  m.illion  in  benefits  over  the  next  35  years^ , 

1 1974  The  Gallatin  Area^  Bulletin  344^  Gallatin 

Canyon  Study  Team^  National  Science  Foundation^ 
Cooperative  Extension  Service , Montana  State 
University 3 Bozeman^  Montana 
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To  realize  the  benefits  we  will  need  to  protect 
the  wildlife  habitat ^ especially  the  winter  range 
in  the  Gallatin,  AlsOy  a basic  problem  must  be 
recognized — wildlife  habitat  cannot  simultaneously 
be  used  for  both  wildlife  under  natural  conditions 
and  for  development  of  subdivisions  in  or  near  the 
wildlife  habitat , 

If  Big  Sky  of  Montana^  Inc,  feels  that  this  sub- 
division is  necessary  to  their  operation^  we  sug- 
gest it  be  moved  into  the  West  Fork  area  closer 
to  Big  Sky  where  wildlife  is  already  relegated 
to  a minor  land  use, 

Montana  citizens  and  sportsmen  are  concerned  about 
land  use  control  in  relation  to  wildlife  range. 
Unfortunately ^ concern  has  not  been  enough  and 
the  legislature  "dropped  the  ball"  when  it  came 
to  seriously  considering  wildlife  in  laws  dealing 
with  planning  and  approving  subdivisions , How- 
ever, we  hope  the  State  of  Montana  will  show  con- 
cern, pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy 
Act,  for  wildlife,  for  recreation  and  for  our  invest- 
ment in  wildlife  that  was  made  for  the  benefit 
of  all  people. 

Our  Association  is  not  in  favor  of  approving  this 
subdivision  because  of  the  adverse  impact  on 
wildlife  and  on  public  recreation  associated  with 
wildlife. 

The  U.  S,  Forest  Service  echoed  the  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game's  concern  for  the  adverse  impact  the  proposed  subdivision 
would  have  on  wildlife  and  added  that  the  development  would 
further  restrict  game  movement,  particularly  elk.  The 
Northern  Rockies  Action  Group  also  lent  support  to  the 
Gallatin  Sportsmen's  position  on  wildlife  and  the  proposed 
subdivision. 

It  is  true,  as  the  Gallatin  Sportsmen's  Association 
comments  indicate  that  the  legislature  did  not  pass 
legislation  which  would  authorize  consideration  of  wild- 
life habitat  in  the  planning  and  approval  of  subdivisions. 

The  subdivision  review  authority  vested  with  the  Department 
of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  is  given  in  Section 
69-5001  through  69-5005,  R.C.M.  1947,  as  revised  by  Chapter 
No.  509,  Montana  Session  Laws  1973,  House  Bill  No.  465. 

This  review  authority  encompasses  water  supply,  sewage 
disposal  and  solid  waste  disposal.  In  addition,  there  are 
the  sections  of  the  codes  that  concern  water  quality  that 
may  be  directed  toward  subdivision  review. 
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However,  the  state  of  Montana  did  not  show  a complete  disre- 
gard for  wildlife  or  any  other  environmental  or  land  use  con- 
cern. Chapter  No.  500,  Montana  Session  Laws  1973,  Senate  Bill 
208  as  amended  in  1974  by  House  Bill  1017  is  an  act  requiring 
local  governing  bodies  to  adopt  subdivision  regulations  and  in 
default  thereof  providing  for  the  promulgation  of  departmental  ■ 
assessments;  providing  for  the  administrative  establishment  of 
procedures  and  requirements  for  preparation  of  subdivision  plats; 
setting  forth  requirements  for  surveying  and  platting  divisions  jiJ 
of  real  property  and  for  recording  surveys  and  plats;  providing  ! 
for  surveying,  platting,  and  subdividing  generally.  ’ 

Under  this  legislation,  public  hearings  are  to  be  advertised  and  f 
held  at  a convenient  location.  The  concerned  public  and  govern- 
mental agencies  are  afforded  an  opportunity  to  voice  their  con- 
cern relating  to  a proposed  subdivision  and  bring  environmental 
facts  to  the  attention  of  the  planning  boards  and  county  commis- 
sioners. A notice  of  hearing  was  published  concerning  a public 
hearing  for  Beaver  Creek  South,  which  was  held  on  October  11, 

1973.  The  planning  board  granted  preliminary  plat  approval  sub- 
ject to  staff  recommendations.  One  of  these  recommendations  was 
that  final  approval  be  subject  to  Department  of  Health  and  Environ- 
mental Sciences  approval  of  water  and  sewer  systems.  Don  Bianchi, 
regional  information  and  education  officer  for  the  Montana  De- 
partment of  Fish  and  Game,  submitted  a letter  on  possible  in- 
fringement of  wildlife  habitat  and  asked  for  more  details  on 
sewage  disposal  systems.  No  other  comments  were  received.  On  k 
January  10,  197  4,  an  advertised  public  hearing  was  held  con- 
cerning  the  seven-lot  Phase  II  of  Beaver  Creek  South.  Apparently,  ' 
no  comments  were  received. 

Therefore,  there  is  an  opportunity  to  effect  rejection  or  re- 
vision of  a subdivision  for  environmental  reasons  at  the  county 
level.  This  would  appear  to  satisfy  the  spirit  in  which  the 
Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act  was  enacted. 

Previous  to  the  preparation  of  the  draft  environmental  impact 
statement,  Mr.  Paul  R.  Devine,  Chief  of  the  Planning  and  Re- 
search Bureau,  Montana  Department  of  Highways,  was  consulted 
concerning  the  effect  the  proposed  development  would  have  on 
U.  S.  Highway  191.  Following  is  his  analysis; 

If  this  subdivision  is  developed  to  its  full  po- 
tential of  174  dwelling  units ^ it  is  estimated 
that  these  dwellings  will  create  approximately  one 
thousand  additional  trips  on  U,  S.  191.  It  is 
assumed  that  approximately  90  percent  of  these  trips 
or  900  vehicles  per  day  would  use  our  highway  to  the  ■ 

north.  The  present  traffic  volume  on  U.  S.  191  near  ‘ 

this  development  is  1,065  vehicles  per  day.  The 
average  daily  traffic  on  U.  S.  191  just  north  of  the 
Big  Sky  resort  amounts  to  1,240  vehicles  per  day.  It  is 
estimated  that  due  to  the  recreational  characteristics 
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of  this  highway y traffic  will  increase  at  the 
rate  of  approximately  four  percent  per  year  for 
the  next  twenty  years^  Assuming  this  increase 
and  adding  in  the  additional  traffic  generated 
hy  this  proposed  development ^ the  1993  traffic 
volumes  would  he  3,200  south  of  Big  Sky  and 
approximately  3,600  to  the  north.  These  volumes 
will  not  warrant  the  construction  of  a four  lane 
facility  in  this  vicinity. 

In  response  to  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement, 
the  Montana  Department  of  Highways  sent  the  following 
comments: 

Reference  is  made  to  your  draft  environmental 
impact  statement  dated  April  8,  1974  on  the 
subject  subdivision.  As  pointed  out  in  the 
statement,  this  subdivision  will  generate  a 
large  amount  of  traffic  that  will  utilize 
U.  S.  191. 

After  reviewing  the  subdivision  plat  in  your 
office  we  have  the  following  comments . 

1.  Access  to  U.  S.  191  should  be  limited  to  one 
approach  at  highway  station  894+51  +_  (Twin 
Antler  Drive). 

2.  The  approach  at  this  point  should  he  in 
accordance  with  the  Montana  Department  of 
Highways  Approach  Standards  for  Montana 
Highway s . The  attached  page  26  from  this 
manual  illustrates  what  would  be  an  accept- 
able approach  in  this  particular  situation. 

It  is  recommended  that  55  MPH  speed  be  used 
for  determining  "F"  . 

3.  mth  the  approach  at  Twin  Antler  Drive, 
there  are  adequate  interior  roads  to  serve 
the  subdivision  without  allowing  any  other 
access  to  U.  S.  191.  The  commercial  area 
should  be  served  from  the  proposed  frontage 
road  adjacent  to  U.  S.  191. 

4.  It  is  requested  that  future  statements  in- 
clude a general  location  map  and  a copy  of 
the  proposed  subdivision  plat. 


PUDLIC  ACCESS  APPRCACH 
RIGHT  TURN  LANE  & TAPERS 


The  applicant  shall  provide  right-turn  lanes  or  tapers  as  part  of 
an  approach  or  driveway  system  if  the  department  determines  that  such 
rigiit-turii  lanes  or  tapers  are  required  to  minimize  congestion  or  hazard 
on" the  highv/ay  caused  by  vehicles  entering  the  applicant's  approach.  A 
rigrit-turn  lane  shall  be  preceded  by  a taper.  The  design  feature  dimensions 
of'a  right-turn  lane  and  taper  shall  conform  to  those  shovm  below. 
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RIGHT-TURN  LANE  AND  TAPERS 


Design 

Curbed  Higbv/ay 

Uncurbed  Highway 

Feolures 

Standard 

Ronge 

Stondord 

Range 

E 

10  ft 

no  range 

10  ft 

no  range 

Right-torn  Lons 
Length 

F 

* 

* 

★ 

* 

Right-turn  Lone 
Width 

G 

12  ft 

10  to  15  ft 

12  ft 

10  to  15  ft 

Entering 

Toper 

H 

150  ft  * 

50  to  150  ft. 

150  ft 

50  to  150  ft 

Exiting 

Toper 

J 

not  opplicoble 

50  ft 

50  to  150  ft" 

* If  o rigli»-»ofn  lone  is  used,  tKe  Entering  Toper  standard  shall  be  50  ft. 
Without  a fight-turn  lone,  the  Entering  Toper  stondord  sholl  be  150  ft. 


The  stanJorJ  shall  be  used  unless  engineering  judgment  determines  that  another 
dimension  within  the  range  is  more  suitable  for  a particular  site  or  special  con- 
dition and  is  approved  by  the  department. 


* 

* TO  DETERMINE  F 

HIGHWAY 

RIGHT  TURN 

TAPER 

SPEED  M.P 

.H.  ■ LANE  F (FT.) 

(FT.) 

25 

75 

50 

0 

150 

30 

100 

50 

0 

150 

35 

125 

50 

40 

175 

50 

45 

225 

50 

50 

275 

50 

1 55 

50  1 

400 

50 

65 

475 

50 

70 

550 

50 
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It  is  anticipated  that  Beaver  Creek  South  Association  will 
comply  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Montana  Department 
of  Highways.  A permit  is  necessary  for  access  to  this 
primary  road.  It  would  undoubtedly  not  be  issued  if  the 
approach  at  Antler  Drive  did  not  meet  specifications. 

Objection  to  the  Department  of  Highways  analysis  of  the 
proposed  subdivision's  impact  on  the  U.  S.  Highway  191 
was  voiced  by  the  U.  S.  Forest  Service. 

The  treatment  of  the  effect  on  traffic  is  very 
incomplete.  No  date  is  placed  on  the  ADT  ' s 
given,  I would  assume  these  figures  are  cur- 
rent, In  1971  the  State  of  Montana  Highway 
Department  estimated  the  present  highway  will 
carry  4,500  ADT,  At  that  time  they  said  that 
in  1969  an  average  increase  of  45  cars  per  day 
each  year  without  Big  Sky  or  an  ADT  in  1980  of 
5,181  cars.  Big  Sky  traffic  by  1980  was  esti- 
mated at  600  additional  cars  per  day  or  5,  781 
ADT,  Today  we  have  Beaver  Creek  South  with  an 
estimated  900  ADT  for  a total  of  4,681  ADT,  An 
additional  figure  should  be  added  to  this  total 
for  subdivisions  proposed  or  approved  since 
1971  such  as  proposed  Karst  #1  and  the  approved 
Ken  McBride  subdivision  in  the  Nest  Fork, 

The  State  of  Montana  Highway  Department  should 
reevaluate  their  projections  for  this  proposal 
and  total  use  of  this  Highway  taking  into  con- 
sideration peak  periods  of  use.  They  appear  to 
have  used  yearly  average  figures  rather  than 
peak  figures  and  have  not  adequately  considered 
the  effect  of  other  developments  when  they  esti- 
mate a 47o  increase  per  year  to  1995;  nor  are 
they  consistent  with  past  projections. 

Use  of  Highway  191  in  the  Gallatin  Canyon  may 
be  approaching  capacity  during  peak  periods  of 
the  day  now.  Motor  vehicle  accident  figures  and 
deaths  have  increased  many  fold  in  the  last  five 
years,  Beaver  Creek  South  will  intensify  the 
problems , The  report  should  accurately  quantify 
these  additional  traffic  problems  and  weigh 
their  consequences  including  the  consequences  of 
a 4 lane  highway. 

Comments  on  the  effect  the  proposed  subdivision  would  have 
on  U.  S.  Highway  191  were  also  received  from  the  Department 
of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation. 
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Page  13^  Vehicle  Impact.  The  Department  of 
Highways^  comments  give  the  full  development 
level  for  the  subdivision  as  174  dwelling  units; 
elsewhere  in  the  Draft  the  developer  affirms 
that  200  dwelling  units  will  be  possible  if 
the  subdivision  is  fully  developed.  Therefore, 
the  Department  of  Highway s traffic  figures  may 
be  somewhat  understated  if  based  upon  174  units ^ 

It  would  be  useful  information  if  the  threshold 
level  were  given  for  that  average  daily  traffic 
(ADT)  which  would  warrant  road  widening  or  the 
construction  of  a four-lane  highway  in  the  canyon. 
The  Department  of  Highways  projects  future  traffic 
in  the  canyon  for  1993  as  3,600  vehicles  per  day. 
This  figure  assumes  a 4 percent  annual  growth  in 
the  present  traffic  volume  of  1,240  vehicles  per 
day  for  an  increase  to  2,717  vehicles  by  1993. 

The  900  additional  trips  generated  from  Beaver 
Creek  South  are  added  to  2,717  giving  a total 
of  3,617,  If  the  900  figure  is  added  at  the 
beginning  of  the  4th  year  rather  than  at  the  end 
of  the  20th  year,  a traffic  volume  for  1993  is 
4,470  rather  than  3,600,  Using  either  a figure 
of  3,600  or  4,470,  the  carrying  capacity  esti- 
mated by  the  Department  of  Highway s for  the  present 
canyon  highway  of  4,500  vehicles  per  day  is  being 
approached, ^ 

The  estimates  for  1980  summer  ADT  prior  to  the 
advent  of  the  Beaver  Creek  South  subdivision  is 
3,781^,  If  the  additional  traffic  volume  from 
Beaver  Creek  South  of  900  is  added  to  this  assumed 
traffic  flow  it  appears  that  within  10  years, 
summer  traffic  could  exceed  the  present  capacity 
of  the  highway ! 

Although  we  are  unskilled  in  estimating  future 
traffic  flows,  it  would  seem  that  some  discussion 
should  be  giveyi  to  the  adequacy  of  using  a 4 per- 
cent annual  increase  in  traffic  when  it  seems 
possible  to  estimate  the  load  more  exactly  from 
subdivision  activity  underway  or  planned  such  as 
was  done  for  Beaver  Creek  South,  For  example, 
the  Draft  EIS  for  the  Cascade  Subdivision  at 
Big  Sky,  September , 1973,  states  that  this  one 


^The  Murray-McCormick  Environmental  Group,  Gallatin 
Canyon  Final  Report,  (1972),  p,  180 


^Ibid,  p,  132, 
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subdivision  will  aocommodate  363  single  family 
homeSi  multiple  homesites  f ov  420  families ; and 
that  between  950  and  1^000  condominium  units 
would  eventually  be  included.  If  Beaver  Creek 
South  will  increase  ADT  by  900^  it  should  be 
possible  to  estimate  the  increased  ADT  from 
this  subdivision  as  well  as  provide  a seemingly 
better  estimate  of  future  traffic  loads. 


^Montana  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental 
Sciences  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement ^ 

Cascade  Subdivision  in  Madison  County^  Sept,  20^ 

1973^  p.l. 

The  Northern  Rockies  Action  Group  adds: 

A Department  of  Highways  official  is  quoted 
saying  that  the  prof ected  volume  from  the  Beaver 
Creek  South  and  the  Big  Sky  dev elopments  would 
not  warrant  construction  of  a 4-lane  facility 
from  the  area,  What  volumes  of  traffic  would 
warrant  construction  of  a 4-lane  facility? 

How  many  more  subdivision  units  could  the  De- 
partment of  Health  approve  in  the  Gallatin  Can- 
yon without  warranting  the  construction  of  such 
a 4-lane  road? 

The  Department  of  Highways  reaffirms  their  statement  on 
the  effects  of  the  proposed  subdivision  on  U.  S.  Highway 
191.  Paul  R.  Devine,  Chief  of  the  Planning  and  Research 
Bureau,  states  that  highways  are  designed  to  handle  the 
30th  peak  traffic  flow  and  not  the  greatest  peak  traffic 
period. 

It  is  the  consensus  of  opinion  that  the  ultimate  factor 
that  will  control  the  amount  of  development  in  the  Gallatin 
Canyon  will  be  the  capacity  of  the  highway  to  handle  the 
traffic  load  that  would  be  generated.  Beaver  Creek  South 
would  add  to  the  traffic  load  on  the  highway,  but  as  the 
Department  of  Highways  indicates,  Beaver  Creek  South 
would  not  be  the  development  that  would  make  reconstruction 
necessary. 

Again,  the  legislature  has  provided  the  public  an 
opportunity  to  voice  their  concern  and  alter  the  course 
of  events  through  the  aforementioned  S.  B.  208  as 
amended  by  H.  B.  1017. 
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On  September  19 ^ 1973,  Robert  Sewall,  engineer  for  the 
Mountain  Telephone  Company  in  Big  Timber,  Montana,  which 
serves  the  Big  Sky  area  with  telephone  service,  was 
contacted  to  confirm  the  company's  ability  to  supply 
adequate  and  necessary  telephone  service  to  the  proposed 
200  living  units  at  Beaver  Creek  South.  The  Mountain 
Telephone  Company  affirmed  their  ability  to  supply  such 
service. 

Montana  Power  Company  (Mr.  Dick  Johnson)  was  also  con- 
tacted to  confirm  the  availability  of  electric  power  for 
lights,  heating  and  3/60/440  power  for  the  sewage  treat- 
ment plant.  Mr.  Johnson  said  there  would  be  "no  problem" 
in  supplying  the  needs  of  the  anticipated  numbers  of  resi- 
dents of  Beaver  Creek  South. 

Public  criticism  was  received  concerning  the  Montana 
Power  Company  statement  such  as  this  from  the  Northern 
Rockies  Action  Group. 

A Montana  Power  Company  offtoial  was  quoted  as 
stating  that  it  would  be  no  problem  in  supplying 
the  needs  of  the  anticipated  number  of  residents 
of  the  Beaver  Creek  South  subdivision.  Does  this 
"no  problem"  mean  that  the  existing  transmission 
lines  are  adequate  to  supply  the  needs  of  this 
development^  or  does  it  mean  that  the  power 
company  and  thereby  the  Department  of  Health 
are  banking  on  the  construction  of  the  proposed 
161-kv  line  from  Ennis? 

The  U.  S.  Forest  Service  adds; 

Forest  Service  contact  with  Montana  Power 
Company  does  not  support  the  quote  of  "no 
problem"  in  supplying  the  power  needs  of 
Beaver  Creek  South,  John  Cromer  - Vice 
President  for  Electrical  Operations  in  Montana 
Power  at  a 12/18/73  meeting  with  Forest 
Supervisor  Hawkes  told  us  that  additional 
power  service  for  the  upper  Gallatin  Canyon^ 
particularly  Big  Sky  of  Montana^  would  be 
needed  by  the  fall  of  1975,  We  have  since 
received  application  for  a 161  KV  line  from 
Clyde  Park  to  Dillon  to  meet  this  and  other 
needs.  The  developers  of  Beaver  Creek  South 
should  be  aware  that  this  proposed  powerline  has 
not  and  may  not  be  approved.  Development  of  Beaver 
Creek  should  not  be  carried  beyond  the  present 
power  capacity  in  the  Gallatin  Canyon,  If  in 
fact  all  present  power  capacity  is  allocated ^ they 
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should  not  iprooeed  with  theiv  develoipment 
until  additional  power  is  assured. 

The  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation  con- 
tinues : 

The  proposed  200  homes^  if  of  average  size, 
with  normal  eleotrical  use  and  heat,  aould 
contribute  approximately  2.0  to  2^5  mega- 
watts to  peak  energy  demands.  Additional 
energy  demand  will  result  from  the  commercial 
development  and  the  sewage  treatment  plant. 

Montana  Power  Company's  long-range  plans  indi- 
cate that  in  the  near  future,  the  Company 
wishes  to  apply  to  the  D NR&C  to  construct  an 
additional  powerline  of  161  kilovolts  (KV) 
near  the  area  of  this  proposed  development . 

If  an  application  is  received,  the  Depart- 
ment has  600  days  thereafter  to  study  the  pro- 
posal and  make  its  recommendation  to  the  Board 
of  Natural  Resources , who,  has  final  authority 
to  deny  or  approve  the  application.  To  date, 
no  application  has  been  received  by  the  De- 
partment for  this  project, 

A statement  is  made  in  the  Draft  EIS  that 
there  would  be  "no  problem"  in  supplying  the 
power  needs  of  development,  however,  it  is 
not  clear  if  there  is  presently  no  problem 
or  if  there  would  be  "no  problem"  assuming 
the  proposed  161  KV  transmission  line  were 
approved  and  constructed, 

Dorothy  Bradley  concludes; 

For  example,  a Montana  Rower  Company  repre- 
sentative is  quoted  saying  that  supplying 
energy  for  Beaver  Creek  South  residents  will 
be  "no  problem,"  Bo  problem  for  whom?  Will 
that  source  of  energy  depend  on  the  proposed 
161  kv  line  from  Ennis  to  Big  Sky?  If  so, 
it  is  a problem  for  those  of  us  who  are  sup- 
porting inclusion  of  Jack  Creek  in  the  Spanish 
Peaks  Wilderness  proposal.  No  problem  for  MFC? 

I heard  this  past  winter  from  a MFC  lawyer  in 
his  presentation  to  the  Environmental  Quality 
Council,  that  an  energy  emergency  would  occur 
in  the  summer  of  '75  if  plans  for  power  plants 
in  eastern  Montana  did  not  take  place  rapidly. 
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He  was  Tequesting  a waivev  of  the  legally  re- 
quired time  -periods  for  puhlia  review  of 
e-nergy  facilities , 

The  development  of  Beaver  Creek  South  would  add  to  the 
total  power  needs  of  the  area.  Subsequent  conversation 
with  Dick  Johnson  of  Montana  Power  Company  reaffirms  the 
fact  that  the  proposed  subdivision  could  be  served  with- 
out additional  power  lines  but  would  be  a contributing 
factor  toward  any  future  necessity  for  additional  service. 

Again,  S.  B.  208  as  amended  by  H.  B,  1017  is  the  avenue 
for  public  objection  to  a subdivision  based  on  such 
things  as  availability  of  electrical  service,  that  has 
not  been  utilized, 

Mr.  Jerry  Beagley,  State  Forester  for  the  Bozeman  area, 
was  contacted  to  determine  the  availability  of  fire- 
fighting assistance  in  the  Big  Sky  area.  There  is  a 
forest  fire  district  in  that  area  for  fighting  wild  fires 
in  the  Gallatin  Forest  Fire  Protection  District,  which 
does  not  include  the  SE  1/4  of  Section  17,  Township  7 
South,  Range  4 East.  For  structural  fires  of  commercial 
and  residential  buildings,  a rural  volunteer  fire  dis- 
trict has  been  organized  in  the  Big  Sky  area.  They  have 
operated  for  about  two  years  and  have  a fire  truck  that 
was  donated  by  Big  Sky  of  Montana,  Inc.  Other  equipment 
and  supplies  are  provided  for  by  donations  and  fund- 
raising activities. 

The  U.  S.  Forest  Service  reaffirmed  this  in  their  comments: 

The  Gallatin  Forest  Fire  Protection  District  does 
not  include  the  land  on  this  proposed  subdivision 
and  thus  the  U , S,  Forest  Service  would  not  he 
responsible  for  wildland  fire  suppression  on 
this  property.  Adjacent  forested  land  is,  how- 
ever, within  the  fire  protection  district . The 
proposed  subdivision  would  therefore  have  to  de- 
pend on  the  volunteer  fire  district  for  both 
structural  and  wildland  fire  protection. 

For  all  practical  purposes,  there  would  be  little  in  the 
way  of  fire  protection  at  the  proposed  Beaver  Creek  South 
subdivision.  The  proposed  method  of  supplying  water  does 
not  include  the  installation  of  fire  hydrants  and  the 
Big  Sky  fire  truck  is  about  six  or  seven  miles  distant. 

Police  protection  for  the  residents  of  the  development 
will  be  provided  by  the  Gallatin  County  sheriff  and 
the  Montana  Highway  Patrol.  However,  the  association 
may  decide  to  hire  its  own  security  agent  for  added 
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protection,  such  as  was  done  at  Big  Sky  of  Montana.  The 
Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation  had  the 
following  comments  concerning  police  protection; 

The  final  statement  should  clarify  the  comment 
that  "the  Association  may  decide  to  hire  its 
own  security  agenty  for  added  protection^  in 
a similar  manner  to  Big  Sky  of  Montana,"  A 
recent  news  article  pointed  out  that  the  salary 
of  a deputy  sheriff  to  he  stationed  at  Big  Sky 
will  he  paid  hy  the  public  (Gal latin  and  Madison 
Counties ) . From  what  funding  will  the  salary  of 
Beaver  Creek  South's  security  agent  he  drawn? 

If  Beaver  Creek  South  were  to  hire  a security  agent,  his 
salary  would  be  paid  by  the  property  owners'  association 
through  annual  assessments. 

The  Gallatin  County  sheriff  said  no  additional  staff  would 
be  hired  to  extend  law  enforcement  to  these  developments 
or  any  others.  He  said  that  his  staff  is  already  "short- 
handed  and  run  to  death,"  and  that  subdivisions  add  to 
the  over-extension  of  his  responsibilities.  Sheriff's 
deputies  spend  an  increasing  amount  of  time  responding  to 
"lost  horse  reports"  and  other  problems  in  subdivisions, 
as  stated  by  the  sheriff. 

Thus,  the  subdivision  of  this  land  apparently  would  not 
cost  the  county  any  more  for  law  enforcement,  but  would 
result  in  generally  poorer  law  enforcement  elsewhere  in 
the  county.  Eventually,  increased  population  and  re- 
distribution of  existing  population  by  subdivisions 
probably  would  cause  expansion  of  the  sheriff's  staff. 

Solid  waste  disposal  for  Beaver  Creek  South  would  be 
handled  by  a private  operator  out  of  Bozeman.  Presently, 
Suhr  Hauling  Company  is  making  garbage  and  solid  waste 
pick-ups  in  the  Gallatin  Canyon  three  times  a week.  Solid 
wastes  would  be  hauled  to  the  Bozeman  landfill  disposal 
area  by  the  firm. 

The  roads,  parks,  and  sewage  treatment  system  of  Beaver 
Creek  South  will  be  privately  owned  and  maintained  by 
the  property  owners'  association,  Beaver  Creek  South 
Association.  Funds  for  operating  and  maintaining  the 
common  elements  and  facilities  of  the  development  will 
be  obtained  by  assessment  of  the  property  by  the  lot 
owners  as  provided  for  in  the  by-laws  of  the  association. 

The  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation  had 
this  to  say  concerning  covenants  and  the  property  owners' 
association: 
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The  developevs  assert  that  development  plan- 
ning and  arohiteotural  aontrol  are  to  he  main- 
trained  by  a landowners  ' association  and  that 
land-use  covenants  will  reduce  the  disruptive 
influence  of  the  proposed  subdivision  upon  the 
natural  environment , 

A full  discussion  of  the  effectiveness  of  these 
control  methods  should  be  presented  in  the  Final 
EISo  Such  discussion  should  center  on  such 
questions  as: 

(a)  How  is  the  landowners'  association  created 
and  can  it  be  dissolved? 

(b)  What  enforcement  power  does  the  association 
have? 

(c)  Can  the  association  modify  or  absolve  the 
development  plan  or  the  restrictive  covenants 
andy  if  sOy  by  what  means  or  procedures  can 
this  happen?  and 

(d)  Generally y are  these  restrictive  covenants 
adequate  to  protect  the  natural  environment? 

If  noty  where  are  they  weak? 

The  landowners'  association  would  be  comprised  of  the  lot 
owners  and  is  financed  by  an  annual  assessment.  Enforce- 
ment of  covenants  or  restrictions  is  the  responsibility  of 
the  association.  They  may  bring  an  action  at  law  against 
a lot  owner  for  violations.  The  restrictive  covenants  can 
be  modified  by  an  instrument  signed  by  70  percent  of  the 
lot  owners. 

As  with  most  covenants,  enforcement  is  most  difficult.  A 
neighbor  is  reluctant  to  take  another  neighbor  into 
court.  Therefore,  compliance  is  usually  voluntary.  These 
covenants  address  such  problems  as  architectural  control, 
hunting  prohibition,  building  size,  open  space  and  the 
like.  These  could  reduce  the  visual  impacts  to  this 
widely  renowned  scenic  area,  but  they  would  not  eliminate 
the  impact. 

The  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation  and 
Dorothy  Bradley  suggested  an  in-depth  study  into  the  effect 
the  proposed  200  living  units  at  Beaver  Creek  South  would 
have  on  the  Ophir  School, 
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The  assessed  value  of  property  or  improvements  need  to 
be  estimated  in  order  to  make  some  calculations.  Other 
data  that  would  be  needed  would  be  the  area  of  the  sub- 
division, number  of  lots,  number  of  parcels  with  improve- 
ments, number  of  in-state  and  out-of-state  owners,  number 
of  lots  occupied  year-round,  number  enrolled  in  school, 
number  of  registered  voters,  tax  rates,  school  district 
tax  levy,  number  of  children  in  the  district,  and  the 
number  of  taxed  lots  in  the  school  district.  Some  of 
this  information  is  not  readily  available.  However,  it 
can  be  stated  that  the  same  benefit-cost  relationship 
does  not  continue  with  increased  development  of  a sub- 
division. A subdivision  may  generate  more  revenue  than 
its  service  cost  at  one  stage  of  development  but  may 
generate  less  revenue  than  its  service  costs  (without  a 
tax  increase)  at  another  stage  of  development. 

Some  rough  estimates  can  be  made,  however.  The  Ophir 
School  had  59  students  at  the  beginning  of  this  school 
year  with  a total  budget  in  excess  of  $68,000.  The 
total  cost  per  student  is  $1,163.67.  This  includes  in- 
struction costs,  transportation,  special  education,  bonded 
indebtedness,  retirement  and  the  like.  If  each  living 
unit  at  Beaver  Creek  South  were  valued  at  $40,000, 
property  tax  revenue  generated  would  be  approximately 
$768  per  living  unit  or  approximately  $153,600. 

The  office  of  the  Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction 
estimates  that  the  average  family  has  8/10  student-age 
children.  This  means  that  approximately  160  school- 
aged  youngsters,  110  of  grade  school  age,  could  be 
expected  to  reside  at  the  proposed  subdivision.  At  cur- 
rent education  expenses,  it  would  cost  $128,000+  to  educate 
these  youngsters. 

The  Environmental  Quality  Council  questioned  the  location 
of  the  commercial  area. 

If  the  proposed  oommeroial  area  is  intended 
to  oater  to  neighborhood  residents^  i,e,^ 
residents  of  the  proposed  subdivision,  why  will 
it  not  be  centrally  located  rather  than  along 
the  edge  of  the  subdivision  on  U,  S,  191? 

Although  the  highway  location  may  attract  more 
customers , it  would  be  less  convenient  to  resi- 
dents of  the  subdivision  and  would  sacrifice 
some  of  the  aesthetic  qualities  of  U,  191 
as  a scenic  highway , 

The  proposed  commercial  area  is  intended  to  cater  to 
residents  of  the  subdivision,  and  the  highway  location 
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is  designed  to  attract  other  customers.  However,  there 
would  be  only  one  access  approach  to  U.  S.  Highway  191, 
and  the  commercial  area  would  be  served  from  a proposed 
frontage  road. 

An  analysis  of  the  impact  of  the  proposed  subdivision 
would  not  be  complete  without  consideration  of  the 
necessity  for  the  development. 

A statement  from  Big  Sky  of  Montana,  Inc.  asserts  their 
support  of  the  proposed  development  and  is  hereby  in- 
cluded as  part  of  the  environmental  impact  statement. 

Bi-g  Sky  at  the  present  time  has  oonsiderable 
diffieulty  arranging  for  employ ee  housing  of 
its  employees , This  does  not  take  into  account 
the  additional  housing  problems  faced  by  other 
persons  employwed  in  the  Big  Sky  area  by  con- 
tractor s ^ sub-contractors  and  commercial  lessees 
doing  business  at  the  Big  Sky  project. 

At  the  present  time  there  is  in  excess  of  600 
people  employed  in  the  Big  Sky  area  including 
the  Big  Sky  personnel  and  those  employed  by 
others.  At  total  build-out^  Big  Sky  is  expected 
to  carry  approximately  1000  full  time  employees 
in  its  payroll  which  will  be  augmented  by  con- 
struction personnel  and  other  individuals  employed 
by  third  parties.  Big  Sky  presently  has  plans 
to  complete  in  two  phases^  housing  accommodations 
for  approximately  176  employees  in  the  Mountain 
Village  and  has  already  completed  an  employee 
housing  facility  for  50  people  in  the  Meadow 
Village , Additionally ^ Big  Sky  has  just  completed 
a 42-pad  mobil  home  park.  If  an  estimate  of 
three  persons  per  trailer  is  made^  we  therefore 
will  have  a total  of  342  accommodations  for 
people  in  the  Big  Sky  project,  V/e  are^  therefore ^ 
seriously  short  of  housing  accommodations  for  em- 
ployees and  workers  at  Big  Sky  even  at  the  present 
time,  Thisj  of  course^  does  not  include  those 
persons  who  buy  condominiums  and/or  lots  within 
Big  Sky--this  number  is  expected  to  be  relatively 
small  in  comparison  with  the  total  number  of  people 
for  whom  accommodations  will  be  needed. 

Because  of  the  unavailability  of  housing  facilities 
in  the  future  for  a rather  significant  number  of 
people^  we  certainly  do  welcome  plans  for  the  same 
to  be  provided  by  others  with  proximity  to  the 
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Big  Sky  projeot--so  long  as  they  are  aompatible 
with  the  existing  quality  and  architecture  in 
the  area.  From  what  you  have  told  me  of  your 
project^  this  certainly  will  he  the  case  and 
we  can  only  say  that  we  wish  to  encourag e you  with 
your  program  and  the  sooner  you  can  offer  this 
type  of  resi dential--apartment  housing ^ the  sooner 
we  will  receive  some  relief  from  our  employee 
housing  problems , 

The  Department  of  Natural  Resources  did  not  completely 
agree  with  the  statement  of  Big  Sky  of  Montana,  Inc. 

This  statement  supports  the  proposed  develop- 
ment on  the  assumption  it  will  help  provide 
housing  for  employees  of  Big  Sky  and  other  in- 
dividuals employed  by  third  parties  at  Big 
Sky,  Yet,  the  draft  lacks  an  analy sis  of  this 
statement  and  thereby  leaves  the  reader  to 
accept  the  conclusions  as  presented.  If  this 
statement  remains  in  the  final,  then  the 
VJater  Quality  Bureau  should  address  its  validity , 

We  have  reservations  whether  the  maq  ority  of 
employees  at  Big  Sky  and  other  associated 
workers  could  afford  the  lots  or  housing  in 
this  subdivision.  And,  if  so,  what  will 
encourage  them  to  purchase  in  Beaver  Creek 
South  rather  than  in  Big  Sky  * s subdivisions  or 
condominiums?  Obviously,  Beaver  Creek  South 
would  have  to  sell  or  rent  real  estate  more 
cheaply,  if  Big  Sky  ^ s employees  are  to  prefer 
Beaver  Creek  South, 

Dorothy  Bradley  had  the  following  comments  with  respect 
to  the  need  for  this  subdivision; 

I am  concerned  that  part  of  the  justification 
for  Beaver  Creek  South  is  the  housing  needs 
of  its  neighbor , Big  Sky,  Will  such  reasoning 
not  lead  to  a proposal  for  a new  housing  develop- 
ment to  take  care  of  the  employees  of  Beaver 
Creek? 

The  Environmental  Quality  Council  offered  the  following 
comments  on  the  subject  of  necessity  of  this  proposed 
subdivision; 
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Com-patihility  "with  the  existing  quality  and 
architeature  in  the  area" ^ i.e.^  Big  Sky ^ 
would  'probably  put  the  price  of  a lot  and 
structure  in  this  subdivision  beyond  the 
reach  of  the  average  employee  of  Big  Sky,  A 
real  question  is  whether  this  dev elopment 
will  satisfy  the  housing  shortage  for  Big 
Sky  employees^  or  will  cater  to  the  same  class 
of  people  that  are  attracted  to  Big  Sky, 

Many  have  suggested  that  the  price  of  a lot  and  structure 
may  be  beyond  the  reach  of  most  employees  of  Big  Sky, 
that  the  development  would  not  solve  the  housing  problems 
at  the  resort  complex  but  cater  to  the  same  class  of 
people  that  are  attracted  to  Big  Sky.  This  may  be  a 
valid  statement  but  has  no  bearing  on  the  decision  whether 
or  not  to  approve  the  plat. 

Regarding  cumulative  impacts,  the  Department  of  Natural  Re- 
sources and  Conservation  made  the  following  comments: 

Although  it  requires  more  time  and  effort^  some 
consideration  of  the  cumulative  impact  of  the 
increasing  subdivision  activity  in  the  Gallatin 
Canyon  is  needed.  Environmental  assessments 
should  not  be  restricted  to  the  impact  of  a 
particular  subdivision  but  rather  should  reflect 
consideration  of  those  in  existence  and  to  the 
potential  for  new  subdivisions , Limited  reviews 
provide  only  incremental  assessments  which  may 
not  describe  the  total  situation.  Incremental 
impacts  can  add  up  to  significant  impacts  and^ 
therefor Cy  some  effort  must  be  given  to  assessing 
their  cumulative  effect.  For  example y one 
subdivision  mighty  in  itself y remove  only  an 
insignificant  amount  of  wildlife  habitat ; how- 
every  several  subdivisions  in  concert  may  remove 
a substantial  amount  of  such  habitat  resulting 
in  a major  negative  impact  on  wildlife , 

A helpful  addition  to  readers  of  this  state- 
ment would  be  a general  location  map  together 
with  a map  showing  the  arrangement  of  develop- 
ment within  the  subdivision. 

Similar  to  other  impacts y one  subdivision  adds 
only  an  incremental  amount  of  degradation  of 
natural  beauty  whichy  taken  aloney  may  be 
acceptable,  Neverthelessy  increments  often 
accumulate  with  the  addition  of  each  new  develop- 
ment until  unacceptable  levels  or  thresholds  are 
reached  or  surpassed. 
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The  Final  EIS  should,  there fove , consider  not 
only  the  direct  impacts  of  this  one  proposal , 
but  also  the  cumulative  impacts  of  existing 
and  potential  subdivisions  in  a relatively 
pristine  canyon  setting. 

Although  there  would  be  adverse  environmental 
effects  on  wildlife  and,  to  many,  a degradation 
of  the  aesthetic  quality  of  the  area,  no  legis- 
lative mandate  is  in  effect  which  would  give 
legal  justification  for  refusing  to  grant  sub- 
division plat  approval  on  these  grounds . 

This  comment  articulates  a problem  common  to  a 
number  of  agencies  which  are  often  obligated 
by  law  to  approve  actions  that  may  have  a 
significant  environmental  impact.  MEPA  mandates 
a broad  consideration  of  all  impacts  associated 
with  certain  actions.  Yet,  in  that  it  is 
necessary  to  operate  within  legislative  guide- 
lines, it  is  not  always  possible  to  avert  certain 
impacts  by  disallowing  an  action. 

The  regular  occurrence  of  situations  of  this 
nature  would  suggest  that  new  legislative  guidance 
and  direction  is  appropriate , A determination  of 
the  state's  capacity  to  serve  the  long-term 
public  interest  can,  in  part,  evolve  from  internal 
deliberations , Among  these  should  be  an  assessment 
of  the  efficacy  of  given  authorities  and  an 
examination  of  the  need  to  propose  certain 
statutory  changes.  Efforts  of  this  nature  on  a 
continuing  basis  will  hopefully  enable  the  state  to 
maintain  its  resource  values  and  present  quality  of  life. 

The  point  is  well  taken  that  some  consideration  is  needed 
of  the  cumulative  impact  of  increasing  subdivision  activity 
in  Gallatin  Canyon  as  incremental  impacts  can  add  up  to 
significant  impacts.  This  is  something  that  is  necessary 
in  all  of  Montana.  The  Gallatin  Canyon  Study  Team  from 
Montana  State  University  is  addressing  this  problem. 

With  funds  from  the  National  Science  Foundation,  they  are 
studying  the  impacts  of  development  on  Gallatin  Canyon. 

Reports  are  available  to  the  public. 

One  important  cumulative  impact  of  interest  to  the  de- 
partment is  that  of  increasing  nutrient  load  in  the 
Gallatin  River  from  domestic  wastewater  sources. 

Practically  all  aquatic  plants  may  be  desirable  at 
one  time  or  another,  and  in  one  habitat  or  another. 

However,  when  they  become  too  dense  or  interfere  with 
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water  uses  or  aquatic  habitat,  they  become  nuisance 
growths.  Under  favorable  environmental  conditions, 
generally  the  more  abundant  the  nutrient  supply,  the 
more  dense  the  vegetation  will  be.  With  domestic  waste- 
waters,  the  most  common  nutrients  of  concern  are  phosphorus 
and  nitrogen. 

There  is  very  little  reliable  water  quality  information 
available  on  the  Gallatin  River.  This  makes  it  difficult 
to  formulate  final  decisions;  however,  with  the  existing 
data,  some  general  conclusions  can  be  reached.  For  this 
evaluation,  the  following  estimates  and  assumptions  were 
made: 


(1)  Population  estimates  (not  including  Big  Sky) 


1974  canyon  population  

400 

158  lots  available  now  for  development 
at  three  people  per  lot  

474 

Ultimate  population  of  existing  available 
lots*  . ...  

874 

*lots  either  platted  with  restrictions 
or  with  restrictions  removed. 

(2) 

Parkview  West  ultimate  population  (if  approved) 

100 

(3) 

Beaver  Creek  South  population  (if  approved) 

Initial  phase  

150 

Ultimate  

700 

(4) 

Miscellaneous  development  in  near  future  . . . 

100 

(5) 

Sixty-five  gallons  per  capita  per  day 
sewage  contribution 

(6) 

Annual  sewage  produced  at  Big  Sky  of  Montana 
at  ultimate  development  

95 

millon 

gallons 

(7) 

Average  concentration  of  phosphorus  in  the 

10  mg/l-P 

(8) 

Average  concentration  of  nitrogen  in  the 

20  mg/l-N 
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(9)  Low  flow  conditions  in  the 

Gallatin 120  cubic  feet 

per  second 

(10)  Soil  treatment  systems  will  remove  98  percent 
of  applied  phosphorus. 

(11)  Soil  treatment  systems  will  remove  50  percent  of 
applied  nitrogen. 

(12)  Concentrations  of  total  phosphorus  and  nitrogen  in 
the  Gallatin  River  at  assumed  low  flow  are  both 
0.02  milligrams  per  liter. 


Under  the  above  conditions  at  ultimate  development  of  Big 
Sky  of  Montana  and  the  lows  now  available,  the  phosphorus 
concentration  could  increase  from  0.02  milligrams  per 
liter  (P)  to  0.0206  milligrams  per  liter  (P) , and  the 
total  nitrogen  would  increase  from  0.02  milligrams  per 
liter  (N)  to  0.0650  milligrams  per  liter  (N) . 

If  the  additional  development  discussed  above  is  realized, 
the  projected  phosphorus  and  nitrogen  levels  would  increase 
to  0.0209  milligrams  per  liter  (P)  and  0.069  milligrams 
per  liter  (N) . 

The  exact  nximbers  arrived  at  by  this  exercise  are  highly 
speculative  to  say  the  least.  However,  it  is  important 
to  note  the  significance  of  the  concentration  changes. 

The  phosphorus  changes  are  increasing  by  ten- thousandths 
while  the  nitrogen  concentrations  change  by  hundredths. 

Such  small  changes  should  not  result  in  significant 
changes  in  the  quality  of  the  Gallatin  River,  and  it 
appears  that  nutrient  enrichment  will  not  be  the  con- 
trolling cumulative  impact  for  development  of  the  canyon. 


On  February  17,  1971,  the  first  meeting  of  the  Gallatin 
Canyon  Planning  Study  Committee  was  called  to  order  by 
Mr.  Perry  Roys  of  the  Department  of  Planning.  This 
committee  was  an  official  body  appointed  by  the  governor 
to  work  with  the  Murray-McCormick  Company,  who  was  hired 
to  do  the  planning  for  the  Gallatin  Canyon.  In  March, 
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1971,  a technical  advisory  panel  was  appointed  to  assist 
the  study  committee.  The  advisory  panel  consisted  of 
representatives  of  the  Fish  and  Game  Department,  Soil 
Conservation  Division,  Water  Resources  Board,  Highway 
Department,  Department  of  Health,  City-County  Planning 
Board,  Gallatin  County  Commissioners,  representatives  of 
the  U.  S.  Forest  Service,  representative  of  Burlington 
Northern,  and  Mr.  Gus  Raaum,  representing  the  Big  Sky 
Corporation.  There  were  also  representatives  of  the 
State  Department  of  Planning  who  were  ex  officio  advisors 
and  liaison  personnel  between  the  committee  and  the 
environmental  consultants.  The  state-sponsored  study 
program  met  regularly  for  about  one  year,  and  on  July  14, 
1974,  the  final  report  prepared  by  Murray-McCormick 
Environmental  Group  was  presented.  The  report  contained 
a list  of  general  goals  developed  to  establish  the  in- 
tent and  direction  of  planning  activity  within  the 
Gallatin  Canyon.  Under  the  community  design  section  of 
the  report,  the  following  is  stated: 

Keep  all  future  development  in  aharaater  with 
the  special  natural  environment  of  Gallatin 
Canyon, 

Encourage  site  planning  and  building  and  land- 
scape design  to  result  in  an  attractive 
appearance  from  the  highway ^ and  a harmonious 
relationship  among  the  various  elements  of  the 
development  and  with  the  landscape , 

Establish  development  guidelines  and  visual 
standards  for  new  construction,  including 
guides  for  signing,  highway  and  development 
treatments,  exterior  motifs,  utility  dis- 
tribution lines,  and  screening  vegetation. 

Take  care  not  to  obstruct  important  vistas 
and  views  within  the  Canyon,  A variety  of 
standards  should  be  developed  in  order  to 
achieve  this  purpose  under  different  conditions. 

Develop  land  use  alternatives  designed  to 
enhance  the  compatibility  of  existing  and 
new  land  uses  in  the  Canyon. 

Develop  standards  on  signing  and  display 
advertising  to  establish  certain  size,  color, 
and  design  limitations  to  blend  with  the 
natural  environment. 

Provide  adequate  facilities  for  community  services 
to  residents  and  visitors  in  the  Canyon, 
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Visually  screen  mobile  homes  and  recreational 
vehicles  from  major  circulation  routes. 


The  plan  also  designates  those  areas  most  desirable  for 
residential  development  in  terms  of  the  identified  land 
constraints  and  sensitivities.  It  is  not  the  intention 
of  the  plan  that  residential  development  should  occur  only 
in  the  designated  areas;  however,  they  are  designed  as 
those  areas  most  suitable  for  development  under  the  identified 
parameters.  They  are  meant  to  be  used  as  a general  guide 
in  locating  structures  in  the  canyon.  To  reach  the 
goals  of  maximizing  attractiveness  of  the  area  and  pro- 
tecting the  special  scenic  character,  specific  develop- 
ments must  be  planned  with  care  and  imagination. 

Specific  guidelines  for  residential  development  are  set 
forth  in  the  report.  The  report  supports  utilizing 
cluster-concept  of  site  design  and  recommends  that  such 
developments  be  placed  so  as  not  to  interfere  with  open 
meadows  and  be  placed  well  away  from  wetland  areas  adjacent 
to  stream  channels. 

The  controlling  element  in  terms  of  recommended  residential 
density  is  expressed  in  the  planning  goals  to  keep 
Highway  191  a two-lane  facility.  Generally,  the  resi- 
dential areas  indicated  in  the  plan  are  expected  to 
accommodate  one  dwelling  unit  per  ten  acres.  Here,  the 
cluster-housing  concept,  which  minimizes  the  impairment 
of  scenic  values  is  essential  to  accommodate  potential 
growth.  There  is  a recommendation  in  the  plan  that  resi- 
dential development  adhere  to  the  following  general 
policies: 

1.  Cluster-concepts  of  design  should  be  utilized  for 
construction  to  reduce  unnecessary  visual  impact 
upon  the  environment. 

2.  Future  residential  development  should  be  limited  to 
adhere  to  the  expressed  goal  of  keeping  Highway  191 
a two- lane  facility. 

3.  Residential  development  should  be  located  to  avoid 
open  meadows  and  keep  away  from  riparian  areas. 

4.  Development  should  closely  adhere  to  the  development 
planning  and  design  guidelines  suggested  in  the  report. 

Non-cluster  developments  should  not  be  allowed  to  continue, 
especially  along  major  highways.  All  development  should 
be  adequately  screened  from  major  roads  and  highways  to 
protect  the  scenic  visual  qualities  of  the  canyon.  Any 
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proposed  development  should  adhere  in  its  purpose  and 
design  to  the  comprehensive  plan  or  to  the  various  ele- 
ments included,  or  to  the  area  plan  of  the  particular 
location  in  which  proposed  development  is  to  be  constructed. 
Higher  density  developments  are  to  be  considered  as 
particularly  suitable  to  areas  where  there  is  direct 
access  or  proximity  to  community  facilities  and  cir- 
culation and/or  commercial  services.  Lower  density 
development  should  utilize  areas  where  there  are  steep 
slopes,  canyons  or  mountainous  terrain  and  where  there 
is  restrictive  accessibility  to  service  facilities. 

The  report  on  the  Gallatin  planning  area  also  contains 
comments  regarding  commercial  areas,  which  suggested 
that  the  commercial  development  should  be  restricted 
to  nodes  along  Highway  191  to  prevent  unslightly  linear 
development  of  service  areas  on  major  roads.  Basically, 
the  same  criteria  proposed  for  residential  cluster 
development  will  apply  to  commercial  facilities.  These 
are  namely  the  architecture  and  layouts  should  be  com- 
patible with  the  natural  environment,  they  should 
be  screened  from  view  wherever  possible  and  not  be 
located  along  the  line  of  site  to  scenic  areas.  As 
much  of  the  natural  environment  should  be  retained, 
leaving  native  ground  cover  for  buffer  zones  around 
the  commercial  areas.  A comprehensive  plan  for  the 
area  provides  for  a main  commercial  area  just  north 
of  Beaver  Creek  development  along  the  highway  primarily 
at  the  intersection  between  the  West  Fork  of  the 
Gallatin  River  and  the  main  river  channel.  Just  south 
of  Beaver  Creek  South  subdivision  is  an  area  provided 
for  recreation,  commercial  use,  with  dispersed  activity. 

The  comprehensive  plan  presents  a statement  that  the 
major  limiting  factor  on  future  land  development  in 
Gallatin  Canyon  is  the  strongly  expressed  desire  of 
the  residents  to  restrict  construction  activities  on 
Highway  191  to  normal  maintenance  and  minor  improve- 
ments. This  objective  means  that  the  highway  will  be 
kept  a two-lane  facility  with  a maximum  carrying 
capacity  of  4,500  vehicles  per  day  as  estimated  by 
the  Montana  Highway  Department. 

The  recommended  improvements  to  the  road  should  include 
roadside  rest  areas,  turn  lanes,  pedestrian  crossings, 
signed  animal  crossings,  traffic  signing  and  speed  control. 
Site  planning  and  architectural  and  landscape  design  of 
adjacent  development  should  result  in  an  attrative 
appearance  from  the  highway  and  a harmonious  relation- 
ship with  the  surrounding  landscape. 
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Developments  along  the  highway  should  give  particular 
attention  to  the  node  concept  of  a site  plan  as  ex- 
pressed in  the  plan.  Development  should  relate  to  such 
conditions  as  limiting  access  to  the  highway,  clustered 
developments,  setback  requirements,  screening,  under- 
ground utilities,  and  appropriate  appearance  of  ad- 
vertising in  relation  to  the  environment. 

Roadside  rest  areas  and  scenic  viewpoints  should  be 
developed  at  relatively  frequent  intervals  where  local 
site  conditions  are  compatible.  In  the  development 
of  scenic  viewpoints,  they  should  be  so  located  as  to 
not  interfere  with  the  view  of  the  traveling  public 
on  the  highway. 

The  county  has  not  adopted  the  proposed  comprehensive 
plan  nor  any  other  plan  for  the  area,  even  though  they 
do  have  authority  to  plan  and  zone. 

In  concluding  their  remarks  to  the  draft  environmental 
impact  statement,  the  Montana  Environmental  Quality 
Council  suggested  attaching  a map  or  scaled-down  plat. 
A plat  is  included  with  this  statement.  The  Environ- 
mental Quality  Council  also  offered  the  following  con- 
cluding comments: 

{/e  wish  to  compliment  the  Department  of  Health 
on  its  efforts  to  obtain  pertinent  information 
by  consulting  with  appropriate  agencies  and 
individuals  prior  to  circulation  of  the  draft 
EIS,  Thank  you  for  your  efforts  toward  com- 
pliance with  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy 
Act, 


Alternatives  Available  to  Beaver  Creek  South,  Inc. 

There  are  two  alternatives  available  to  Beaver  Creek 
South,  Inc.  One  would  be  to  proceed  with  development  of 
the  95  acres  as  planned.  This  would  involve  all  the 
afore-mentioned  environmental  impacts.  The  other 
alternative  would  be  to  develop  10+  acre  tracts,  there- 
by not  requiring  action  by  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Environmental  Sciences. 

If  the  10+  acre  tract  concept  was  to  become  a reality, 
the  environmental  impacts  would  probably  be  drastically 
reduced  at  this  site.  Assuming  single-family  residences, 
there  would  be  nine  living  units  where  200  were  ulti- 
mately planned.  However,  rental  apartment  units  could  be 
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placed  on  a 10+  acre  tract  and  not  be  subject  to  sub- 
division rules  and  regulations  of  the  department. 

Many  would  consider  no  development  as  a viable  alter- 
native but  Beaver  Creek  South,  Inc.  would  not.  The  10+ 
acre  concept  would  be  implemented  without  further  state 
governmental  action. 


Alternatives  Available  to  this  Department 

1.  Approve  the  subdivision  plat  as  submitted.  From  the 
data  submitted,  the  department  gave  serious  consideration 
to  this  alternative.  Adequate  evidence  that  a water 
supply  is  available  has  been  given.  Approved  solid 
waste  facilities  are  available.  The  sewage  treat- 
ment system  is  acceptable.  The  wastewater  disposal 
system  is  an  experimental  method;  for  the  climatic 

and  geographic  setting  of  Gallatin  Canyon.  There- 
fore, a blanket  approval  would  be  premature. 

2.  Approve  the  initial  phase  of  Beaver  Creek  South  and 
base  further  action  on  operation  of  the  wastewater 
disposal  system.  Exercise  of  this  alternative  can 
be  justified  in  light  of  concept  criteria  required 
by  MAC  16-2. 14 (10) -S14340,  Section  69-5001  through 
69-5005,  R.C.M.  1947,  and  Section  69-4801  through 
69-4827,  R.C.M.  1947.  The  system  would  have  to  be 
monitored.  If  the  evidence  indicated  there  was 
forthcoming  pollution  of  groundwater,  the  percolation 
ponds  would  be  expanded.  Five  acres  are  available 
for  this  purpose.  Dosing  rates  (average)  could  be 
reduced  to  approximately  0.075  gallons  per  square 
foot  per  day. 

3.  Refuse  to  approve  the  subdivision  plat  as  submitted. 
Although  there  would  be  adverse  environmental  effects 
on  wildlife  and  to  many  a degradation  of  the  aesthetic 
quality  of  the  area,  no  legislative  mandate  is  in 
effect  which  would  give  legal  justification  for  re- 
fusing to  grant  subdivision  plat  approval  based  on 
these  grounds. 


This  statement  was  prepared  by  Art  Clarkson,  P.E.,  Public 
Health  Engineer,  B.S.  and  M.S.,  Civil  Engineering;  Donald 
Zollman,  P.E.,  Public  Health  Engineer,  B.S.  and  M.S., 

Civil  Engineering;  and  Alfred  P.  Keppner,  B.S.F.,  M.S., 

Soils  Scientist,  Water  Quality  Bureau,  Environmental  Sciences 
Division,  with  information  furnished  by  Brelsford  and 
Associates,  Morrison-Maierle , Inc.,  Montana  Department  of 
Highways,  Montana  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Gallatin 
County  Superintendent  of  School,  and  others  designated  therein. 
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DOCUr/:ENTS 

Department  of  Health  and  Ei^ronmental  Sciences 

'STATE  OF  MOIMTAIMA  Helena, Montana  59601  0 1974 


May  1,  1974 


Re:  Bridger  Pines  Subdivision 


Honorable  Thomas  Judge,  Governor  of  Montana Helena 

Ro  Lo  Allardyce,  Allardyce  Petroleum  Company,  444  - 17th  Street,  Denver 

Alice  Fryslie,  Multi-Business  Service,  Inco,  111  Noo  Seventh  Avenue,  Bozeman 

Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

City-County  Planning  Department,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

City-County  Health  Department,  Box  639,  Bozeman 

Gallatin  County  Attorney,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

Gallatin  County  Sheriff,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

Jim  DeWolfe,  Bozeman  Chronicle,  Bozeman 

Thomas,  Dean  & Hoskins,  InCo,  1200  - 25th  Street  South,  Great  Falls 
Thomas,  Dean  & Hoskins,  InCo,  1111  North  Seventh  Avenue,  Bozeman 
Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning,  Helena 
Department  of  State  Lands,  Helena 

Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation,  Helena 
Department  of  Highways,  Helena 

Ronald  Schleyer,  Lee  State  Bureau,  317  Allen,  Helena 
Rick  Graetz,  Box  894,  Helena 

Perry  Nelson,  Gallatin  Sportsmen's  Association,  526  North  Bozeman  Avenue,  Bozeman 

Louis  Moos,  Sacajawea  Audubon  Society,  712  South  le  Avenue,  Bozeman 

Dro  Wayne  Thompson,  1317  South  Third,  Bozeman 

Duane  Bowles,  809  South  Third,  Bozeman 

Erwin  Lachenmaier,  1310  South  Third  Avenue,  Bozeman 

Dro  Richard  Co  Ritter,  Box  1170,  Bozeman 

Earl  Best,  Bridger  Canyon  Planning  & Zoning  Commission,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 
James  Posewitz,  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Helena 
Gallatin  National  Forest,  Supervisor,  Federal  Building,  Bozeman 
Lawrence  Christy,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 
Gerald  Wing,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 
David  Levengood,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 
Don  Brelsford,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 
Cliff  Montagne,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 
Jim  Goetz,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 
Ken  Hapner,  1116  West  Curtiss,  Bozeman 
Elizabeth  Smith,  2311  Highland  Court,  Bozeman 
Dave  Stuart,  Department  of  Microbiology,  MSU,  Bozeman 
Dave  Vaughn,  1611  Willow  Way,  Bozeman 
Charles  Bradley,  1105  South  Tracy,  Bozeman 
Northern  Rockies  Action  Group,  #9  Placer  Street,  Helena 
Morris  Jaffe,  1311  South  Black,  Bozeman 
John  Duncan,  116  West  Ridge  Drive,  Bozeman 
Cc  Fc  Widmer,  414  South  Ninth,  Bozeman 
Terry  Abelin,  430  South  Tracy,  Bozeman 
Dro  Bill  Prunty,  1524  South  Grand,  Bozeman 
Dro  John  Fisher,  1603  South  Willson,  Bozeman 
Don  Reichmuth,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 


MONTANA  STATE  LIBRARY 
930  East  Lyndole  Avenue 
5^601 
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Environmental  Quality  Council  Helena 
Jo  Ho  Newhallj,  Bridget  Canyon^  Bozeman 
Ken  Porter,  502  South  Grand,  Bozeman 

Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212  Venture  Center,  Missoula 

Montana  State  Library,  Helena 

Ray  Hedrick,  Sanitarian,  Box  109,  Livingston 

Park  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Livingston 

Dorothy  Bradley,  Route  3,  Box  114,  Bozeman 

Ron  Aasheim,  ToAoPo,  InCo,  Po  Oo  Box  1348,  Bozeman 

Glen  Buss,  1312  South  Black  Avenue,  Bozeman 

John  Co  Geach,  Sanitarian,  Box  281,  Glendive 

Doris  Milner,  The  Montana  Wilderness  Association,  Route  1,  Box  1410,  Hamilton 

Ed  Mohler,  The  Gallatin  County  Tribune,  201  Eo  Mendenhall,  Bozeman 

David  Lo  Noland,  The  Noland  Agency,  1002  Pioneer  Building,  Sto  Paul,  Minnesota 

Livingston  Public  Library,  Livingston 

Bozeman  Public  Library,  Bozeman 

Park  County  Planning  Department,  Courthouse,  Livingston 

Garland  Shaw,  Pesticide  Division,  Department  of  Agriculture,  Helena 

I Bob  Shiplet,  Clyde  Park 

Larry  Uman,  Environmental  Studies  Department,  University  of  Montana,  Missoula 
MrSoFred  Jo  Wirtz,  432  North  5th  Street,  Livingston 
Mrso  Craig  Zakovi,  514  North  Montana.  Bozeman 

Ladies  and  Gentlemens 


j In  the  process  of  preparing  the  final  environmental  impact  statement  for  the  Bridget 
iPines  Subdivision,  we  inadvertently  failed  to  mention  that  we  had  received  a letter  from 
jLawrence  Go  Christie,  Chairman  of  the  Bridget  Canyon  Property  Owners  Association,  InCo, 
^commenting  upon  the  draft  statement o Th6  letter  is  attached o 

j Since  publication  of  the  final,  we  have  heard  concern  from  the  property  owners 
association  that  we  did  not  directly  respond  to  the  letter o The  final  statement  did  deal 
with  the  issues  raised  in  the  letter,  although  not  specif icallyo 


It  should  be  noted  that  this  department  does  not  necessarily  subscribe  to  the  stipu- 
lations suggested  by  the  association,  and  at  no  time  did  we  say  we  entirely  agreed  with 
Ithemo  They  are  as  follows o 

"lo  That  specific  restrictions  issued  by  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental 
Services  Cgi^Ol  he  attached  to  the  Declaration  of  Deed  o'*  Our  legal  unit  says  there  apparently 
is  no  such  thing  as  a declaration  of  deed  in  Montana o We  believe  that  the  inclusion  of 
the  stipulations  in  the  restrictive  covenants  is  sufficient,  and  violation  of  these 
stipulations  is  grounds  for  reimposition  of  the  sanitary  restrictions o 

'*2o  That  the  approval  be  limited  to  the  10  existing  unitSo"  As  noted  in  the  final 
statement,  this  department  will  approve  the  units  in  numbers  according  to  the  adequacy 
of  the  water  and  sewage  facilities o 


'*3o  That  hauling  be  granted  on  an  interim  basis  with  a conditional  use  permit  with 
a time  limit o If  hauling  proves  unacceptable  to  the  county  or  Bridger  Canyon  residents, 
then  the  permit  may  not  be  renewed  upon  its  expiration o"  We  are  not  sure  what  the  "con- 
ditional use  permit"  is  but  this  stipulation  appears  to  be  generally  in  line  with  our 
policy  as  discussed  in  the  final  statement o 


Technical  Writer 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 
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Lawrence  G.  Christie,  Chairman 

Bridger  Canyon  Property  O.mers  Association,  Inc. 
Route  2,  Bridger  Canyon 
Bozeman,  Montana  59715 

March  7,  1974 

Daniel  Vichorek,  Technical  Writer 
Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 
State  of  Montana 
Helena,  Montana  59601 


Rp;  nrpff  on  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  on 
Bridger  "^ines  Subdivision 


Dear  Mr,  Vichorek: 

A special  meeting  '>f  the  Bridger  Canyon  Property  Owners  Association  was 
held  this  evening  with  Don  Zolr.an,  Depc.  of  Health  and  Environmental 
Sciences,  and  Mrs.  Alice  Fryslie  representing  the  Bridger  Pines  Sub- 
division. Following  a thorough  discussion  of  the  subdivision,  members 
present  voted  unanimously/  in  favor  of  the  temporary  (5  year)  hauling 
of  sewage  to  the  Belgrade,  Montana  lagoon  system  with  the  following 
stipulations: 

1.  That  specific  restrictions  issued  by  the  Dept,  of  Health 
and  Environmental  Services'  be  attached  to  Lite  Declaration  of 
Deed. 

2.  That  the  approval  be  limited  to  th.e  10  existing  units. 

3.  That  hauling  be  granted  on  an  interim  basis  with  a conditional 
use  permit  with  a time  lim,it.  If  hauling  proves  uii  iccep table  to 
the  county  or  Bridger  Canyon  residents,  then  th.e  per'iit  may  not  be 
renev;cd  upon  its  expiration. 

The  group  at.ked  that  I particularly  emphasize  th need  for  a develcnment 
p1.Tn  for  r'--  .ski  hill  and  tlie  base  area  before  f .,n.;  t'.u'-.r  development  or 
change  takes  place. 

I wish  to  thank  Mr.  Zolman  for  assisting  in  our  r.eeting,  particularly, 
under  such  short  notice. 

Very  truly  yours, 


Lawreiiv-c  h.istie, 

Bridge’'  Property  ''  .ners  A'^sociati 
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'STATE  OF  MOIMTAIMA  Helena, Montana  5960) 


John  S.  Anderson  M . D, 

DIRECTOR 


April  15,  1974 


Honorable  Thomas  Judge,  Governor  of  Montana,  Helena 

Ro  L=  Allardyce,  Allardyce  Petroleum  Company,  444  - 17th  Street,  Denver 

Alice  Fryslie,  Multi-Business  Service,  Inc. , 111  No.  Seventh  Avenue,  Bozeman 

Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

City-County  Planning  Department,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

City-County  Health  Department,  Box  639,  Bozeman 

Gallatin  County  Attorney,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

Gallatin  County  Sheriff,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

Jim  DeWolfe,  Bozeman  Chronicle,  Bozeman 

Thomas,  Dean  & Hoskins,  Inc.,  1200  - 25th  Street  South,  Great  Falls 
Thomas,  Dean  & Hoskins,  Inc.,  1111  North  Seventh  Avenue,  Bozeman 
Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning,  Helena 
Department  of  State  Lands,  Helena 

Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation,  Helena 
Department  of  Highways , Helena 

Ronald  Schleyer,  Lee  State  Bureau,  317  Allen,  Helena 
Rick  Graetz,  Box  894,  Helena 

Perry  Nelson,  Gallatin  Sportsmen's  Association,  526  North  Bozeman  Avenue,  Bozeman 
^ Louis  Moos,  Sacajawea  Audubon  Society,  712  South  13  Avenue,  Bozeman 
W Dr.  Wayne  Thompson,  1317  South  Third,  Bozeman 
Duane  Bowles,  809  South  Third,  Bozeman 
I Erwin  Lachenmaier,  1310  South  Third  Avenue,  Bozeman 
Dr.  Richard  C.  Ritter,  Box  1170,  Bozeman 

Earl  Best,  Bridget  Canyon  Planning  & Zoning  Commission,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 
I James  Posewitz,  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Helena 
I Gallatin  National  Forest,  Supervisor,  Federal  Building,  Bozeman 
1 Lawrence  Christy,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 
Gerald  Wing,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 
David  Levengood,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 
Don  Brelsford,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 
Cliff  Montagne,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 
Jim  Goetz,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 
Ken  Hapner,  1116  West  Curtiss,  Bozeman 
Elizabeth  Smith,  2311  Highland  Court,  Bozeman 
Dave  Stuart,  Department  of  Microbiology,  MSU,  Bozeman 
Dave  Vaughn,  1611  Willow  Way,  Bozeman 
Charles  Bradley,  1105  South  Tracy,  Bozeman 
Northern  Rockies  Action  Group,  #9  Placer  Street,  Helena 
Morris  Jaffe,  1311  South  Black,  Bozeman 
John  Duncan,  116  West  Ridge  Drive,  Bozeman 
C.  Fo  Widmer,  414  South  Ninth,  Bozeman 
Terry  Abelin,  430  South  Tracy,  Bozeman 
Dr.  Bill  Prunty,  1524  South  Grand,  Bozeman 
Dr.  John  Fisher,  1603  South  Willson,  Bozeman 
P Don  Reichmuth,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 

Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena  A/iONTANA  blA^E  lsBRaRY 

Jo  H„  Newhall,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman  ' v't  g.jgt  Lyndale  Avenue 

Ken  Porter,  502  South  Grand,  Bozeman  . 59601 
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Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212  Venture  Center,  Missoula 

Montana  State  Library,  Helena 

Ray  Hedrick,  Sanitarian,  Box  109,  Livingston 

Park  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Livingston 

Dorothy  Bradley,  Route  3,  Box  114,  Bozeman 

Ron  Aasheim,  T.A.P.,  InCo,  P.O.  Box  1348,  Bozeman 

Glen  Buss,  1312  South  Black  Avenue,  Bozeman 

John  Co  Geach,  Sanitarian,  Box  281,  Glendive 

Doris  Milner,  The  Montana  Wilderness  Association,  Route  1,  Box  1410,  Hamilton 

Ed  Mohler,  The  Gallatin  County  Tribune,  201  E.  Mendenhall,  Bozeman 

David  Lo  Noland,  The  Noland  Agency,  1002  Pioneer  Building,  St.  Paul,  Minnesota 

Livingston  Public  Library,  Livingston 

Bozeman  Public  Library,  Bozeman 

Park  County  Planning  Department,  Courthouse,  Livingston 

Garland  Shaw,  Pesticide  Division,  Department  of  Agriculture,  Helena 

Bob  Shiplet,  Clyde  Park 

Larry  Oman,  Environmental  Studies  Department,  University  of  Montana,  Missoula 
MrSo  Fred  J.  Wirtz,  432  North  5th  Street,  Livingston 
Mrs.  Craig  Zakovi,  514  North  Montana,  Bozeman 

Ladies  and  Gentlemens 

This  final  environmental  impact  statement  has  been  prepared  for  your  consideration, 
pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act  (MEPA) . 

As  stipulated  in  the  MEPA,  no  official  action  will  be  taken  in  regard  to  this 
development  before  May  15,  1974. 


Sincerely 


Daniel  Vichorek 

Technical  Writer 

Environmental  Sciences  Division 
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MONTANA  STATE  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH 
AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL,  SCIENCES 

April  15,  1974 

SUMMARY  OF  THE  FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATMENT 
FOR 

BRIDGER  PINES  SUBDIVISION 


The  first  submission  of  data  to  this  department  regarding  the  Bridger  Pines  Sub- 
division was  made  August  6,  1971.  At  that  time,  it  was  proposed  that  individual 
septic  tanks  or  an  Armon  system  be  used  to  dispose  of  sewage  in  the  development. 

These  systems  were  rejected  as  unsatisfactory  by  this  department. 

Following  this  rejection,  the  area  encompassing  Bridger  Pines,  Bridger  Bowl,  and 
several  other  parcels  of  adjacent  property  was  zoned  for  intensive  use.  At  about 
the  same  time,  the  Bridger  Bowl  sewage  system  failed,  underlining  the  problems  to 
be  faced  if  the  area  were  developed  to  the  extent  allowed  under  the  zoning 
ordinances . 

In  view  of  these  problems,  the  department  ruled  that  any  temporary,  interim  sewage 
systems  proposed  for  use  in  the  intensive  use  area  must  be  capable  of  reliably 
preventing  contamination  of  ground  or  surface  water  while  operating  alone,  and 
must  be  designed  to  function  as  a component  of  a central  sewage  system  that 
would  be  expected  eventually  to  serve  the  entire  high  density  area. 

In  April  of  1973,  the  developers  of  Bridger  Pines  submitted  an  engineering  study 
describing  several  possible  alternatives  that  could  be  used  to  serve  the  entire 
high  density  area  around  the  Bridger  Bowl.  The  recommended  solution  in  the  study 
consisted  of  collecting  the  wastewater  generated  in  the  area  to  a central  lo- 
cation and  truck  transporting  the  collected  wastewater  to  a remote  location  for 
treatment  and  disposal. 

Subsequently,  the  engineers  for  the  Bridger  Pines  development  proposed  a scaled- 
down  version  of  the  hauling  scheme  to  serve  the  Bridger  Pines  development.  The 
sewage  would  have  been  deposited  in  evaporation  lagoons  in  Park  County.  On 
December  6,  1973,  a draft  environmental  impact  statonent  was  circulated  relative 
to  this  proposal. 

In  the  exchange  that  followed  among  the  developers,  this  department,  and  the 
public,  the  developer  abandoned  the  idea  of  using  evaporation  lagoons  in 
Park  County  and  moved  instead  to  contract  with  the  town  of  Belgrade  for  use  of 
their  municipal  sewage  system  to  dispose  of  treated  wastewater  hauled  from 
Bridger  Pines. 

This  latter  proposal  is  examined  in  this  final  impact  statement.  It  appears 
that  the  proposal  would  meet  all  state  standards  for  sewage  disposal,  without 
serious  danger  of  contaminating  the  environment.  Sewage  would  receive  secondary 
treatment  at  the  Bridger  Pines  site  and  would  be  disinfected  before  it  was 
hauled.  Hauling  would  be  limited  to  summer  months  when  road  and  traffic  con- 
ditions are  favorable.  Emergency  hauling  would  be  authorized  if  determined  to 
be  necessary  by  the  department. 
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During  the  summer  haul  season,  the  tank  truck  would  make  three  or  four  trips  per 
day,  which  should  not  pose  a significant  traffic  hazard. 

The  use  of  electricity  for  heating  would  cause  impacts  away  from  the  site  where 
increased  electrical  demand  would  result  in  the  construction  and  operation  of 
coal- fired  power  plants. 


FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

BRIDGER  PINES  SUBDIVISION 
GALLATIN  COUNTY 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act  and  Montana's  laws  concerning 
public  and  private  water  supply  and  sewage  disposal  for  subdivisions  and  water 
pollution  control,  the  following  final  statement  was  prepared  by  the  Environmental 
Sciences  Division  of  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  which 
has  been  asked  to  remove  the  sanitary  restriction  from  the  above- cited  property, 
Montana’s  laws  governing  water  supply  and  sewage  disposal  for  subdivisions  require 
that  sanitary  restrictions  be  removed  before  construction  on  subdivided  property 
of  any  building  requiring  facilities  for  water  supply  or  the  disposal  of  sewage, 
trash  or  garbage.  This  development  is  located  in  the  southeast  1/4  of  Section  19, 

I Township  1 North,  Range  7 East,  northeast  of  the  Bridger  Bowl  ski  area  in 

" Bridger  Canyon,  Gallatin  County,  and  is  shown  on  Map  1. 

I History  and  Description  of  the  Project 

On  August  6,  1971,  this  department  received  the  first  submission  of  material  on 
this  development  from  the  engineering  firm  of  Thomas,  Dean  and  Hoskins.  In  the 
original  proposal,  the  property  owners,  Allardyce  Petroleum  Company  of  Denver 
and  Bridger  Valley,  Inc.,  represented  by  Mr,  Christensen  proposed  to  develop  30 
lots  on  30  acres  of  ground.  The  proposal  provided  30  sites  for  individual  dwellings 
and  30  additional  condoninium  sites  for  a total  of  60  units.  Each  individual  lot 
owner  would  own  a 10,000  square  foot  lot  (100  feet  by  100  feet)  plus  1/30  of  an 
open  area  set  aside  within  the  development.  Under  the  plans  submitted,  2,7  acres 
would  be  used  for  streets,  11,95  acres  for  open  space,  6,89  acres  for  lots,  and 
8,46  acres  for  condominiims , 

Thanas,  Dean  and  Hoskins  proposed  wells  with  four  to  six  users  each  as  the  water 
supply  for  the  development.  Septic  tank  drainfield  systems  or  Armon  systems  were 
proposed  for  sewage  treatment  and  disposal.  No  wells  had  been  drilled  on  the 
property,  but  a log  of  a well  on  the  adjacent  Forsyth  Ranch  indicated  that  a 
well  95  feet  deep  producing  15  gallons  per  minute  was  serving  the  ranch  facilities. 

Information  submitted  by  Thomas,  Dean  and  Hoskins  and  obtained  during  on-site 
reviews  by  department  personnel  indicated  several  conditions  existed  in  the  Bridger 
Bowl  area  which  would  have  adverse  effects  on  successful  operation  of  septic  tank 
drainfield  systems  or  Armon  systems.  Soils  appeared  to  be  completely  saturated 

I due  to  natural  runoff  during  extended  periods  each  year,  soil  systems  appear 
shallow  with  near  surface  bedrock  in  evidence  in  many  locations,  a great  deal 
of  the  terrain  is  too  steep  for  such  systems,  and  net  evaporation  appears  to  be 
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nil,  making  evaporation  schemes  unfeasibleo  A review  o£  the  above  conditions  led 
to  the  department  to  reject  the  septic  tank  drainfield  and  Armon  system  proposal 
and  recommend  that  a central  sewage  collection,  treatment  and  disposal  system  be 
considered. 

During  the  initial  phases  of  the  development,  the  following  two  events  were  also 
taking  place: 

lo  The  Bridger  Canyon  Property  Owners  Association  was  developing  planning  and 
zoning  for  the  Bridger  Canyon,  and, 

2o  The  drainfield  system  serving  the  Bridger  Bowl  ski  facilities  failed. 

The  results  of  the  planning  and  zoning  efforts  indicated  that  high  density 
development  in  the  Bridger  Bowl  area  was  probable  and  further  information  obtained 
by  Morrison-Maierle,  Inc,,  in  an  attempt  to  provide  new  sewage  disposal  facilities 
for  Bridger  Bowl,  indicated  that  adequate  sewage  treatment  and  disposal  in  this 
area  is  a difficult  proposition. 

Because  two  significant  opposing  conditions  appeared  probable;  that  is,  high 
density  development  in  an  area  where  existing  conditions  make  adequate  sewage 
treatment  and  disposal  very  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  and/or  economically 
unfeasible,  the  department  took  a position  that  no  sanitary  restrictions  would 
be  renoved  from  any  proposed  development  in  the  Bridger  Bowl  area  until  a plan 
was  available  which  provided  possible  solutions  to  the  difficult  sewage  disposal 
problems  in  the  area. 

In  response  to  the  department’s  decision,  an  effort  was  made  to  form  a rural 
improvement  district  in  the  Bridger  area  to  finance  an  overall  study  of  the  sewage 
disposal  problems  in  the  high  density  area.  To  date,  there  has  been  no  general 
agreement  among  the  property  owners  in  the  Bridger  Bowl  area  about  the  need  for 
an  RID;  consequently,  there  has  been  no  district  formed.  With  the  debate  con- 
tinuing on  the  rural  improvement  district,  Bridger  Pines  co-owner,  Robert 
Allardyce  took  it  on  himself  to  finance  an  engineering  report  on  sewage  treat- 
ment and  disposal  for  the  entire  Bridger  Bowl  high  density  area.  The  report  was 
prepared  by  Thomas,  Dean  and  Hoskins,  Inc.,  and  was  published  in  August  1973, 

The  report  considers  several  alternatives  for  sewage  treatment  and  disposal 
to  serve  all  present  and  future  needs  in  the  area  zoned  for  high  density  use. 

Briefly  stated,  several  methods  were  evaluated  for  possible  use  in  the  long-term 
system  that  would  eventually  dispose  of  sewage  from  the  entire  high  density 
area.  The  following  is  from  the  Thomas,  Dean  and  Hoskins  Report, 

One  method  considered  was  the  standard  lagoon  concept  with  total  retention. 

This  concent  is  not  practicable  for  development  within  the  Bridger  Bowl  area 
due  to  restrictions  of  land  available ^ the  steep  slope  characteristics  of  the 
areOy  and  the  extremely  law  evaporation  rate. 

Another  method  considered  was  that  of  aerated  lagoons  with  winter  retention 
of  approximately  240  days.  Ultimate  disposal  would  he  hy  spray  irrigation. 

Ue  checked  the  available  land  within  the  immediate  area  and  found  that  the  only 
possible  land  was  U.  S.  Forest  Service  land  or  the  ski  lift  area  itself.  Both 
areas  are  too  steep  and  are  too  restrictive  in  size  to  allow  plant  growth  during 
the  short  growing  season.  Pumping  against  such  severe  heads  would  he  costly  and 
unreliable. 
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The  next  solution  considered  was  to  utilize  areas  downstream  from  the  ski  area 
for  a spray  field  and  treatment  facility.  There  are  only  two  areas  of  suitable 
slopes^  plant  growth^  and  adequate  size  within  the  distance  of  approximately  three 
miles.  The  availability  of  these  areas  was  checked.  The  owner  will  not  consider 
putting  the  facilities  on  his  land  because  the  best  land  use  has  not  been  established 
at  this  time  and  the  facility  could  be  detrimental  to  the  effective  development  of 
his  land. 

Another  method  of  disposal  considered^  with  no  discharge  to  the  Bridyer  Creeks 
was  the  total  hauling  of  sewage  from  the  site.  Raw  sewage  could  be  hauled  or  some 
degree  of  treatment  could  be  provided  prior  to  hauling.  The  method  of  hauling 
would  be  restricted  to  sealed  tanks  and  the  system  would  have  to  provide  adequate 
storage  capacity  and  adequate  transport  equipment  to  insure  a condition  of  no 
discharge  into  the  stream.  In  addition  to  hauling  there  would  be  a treatment 
facility  at  the  disposal  site^  at  some  location  other  than  Bridger  which  would 

have  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental 
Sciences  for  that  area.  A system,  at  a remote  location  could  be  constructed  to 
provide  no  discharge. 

Construction  of  a conventional^  primary y secondary y and  tertiary  sewage  treatment 
plant  would  not  meet  the  effluent  quality  requirementSy  andy  thereforey  cannot  be 
considered  adequate.  Any  discharge  to  a surface  stream  must  meet  the  requirements 
of  the  state's  policy  of  non-degradation  of  high  quality  waters. 

To  provide  an  effluent  of  quality  equal  to  the  Bridger  Creek  would  require  in 
excess  of  a secondary  treatment  plus  nutrient  removal.  Two  basic  concepts  have 
been  evaluated  under  this  alternate.  The  first  concept  would  be  the  use  of  a 
surge  tank  which  would  have  the  effect  of  leveling  the  weekend  load  to  a more 
uniform  average  daily  flow  throughout  the  week.  This  surge  tank  would  be  fol- 
lowed by  an  extended  aeration  system,  which  would  have  the  effect  of  nitrification 
of  the  ammonia  as  well  as  the  normal  considerations  of  BOD  and  suspended  solids 
removal.  The  aeration  plant  would  be  followed  by  clarification,  chemical  pre- 
cipitation for  phosphate  removal,  and  filtration  for  ultimate  clarification  of  the 
contact  basin  effluent.  Chlorination  would  follow  the  filtration  where  the 
coliform  reduction  requirements  could  be  satisfied  as  well  as  additional  nitrogen 
could  be  converted  to  chloramines.  Following  the  chlorination,  carbon  columns 
would  be  utilized  to  remove  the  minute  carry-over  and  BOD  demand.  This  would 
also  remove  the  chloramines.  Following  the  carbon  columns,  a small  tank  would 
provide  aeration  to  buff  off  chlorine  and  develop  a suitable  dissolved  oxygen  con- 
tent in  the  effluent, 

A second  concept  considered  for  nutrient  removal  again  used  a surge  tank  and  ex- 
tended aeration  system  to  level  the  flows  throughout  the  week.  The  extended 
aeration  system  would  be  followed  by  a membrane  filtration  unit.  The  membrane 
filtration  unit  would  remove  BOD  in  excess  of  99  percent,  remove  all  settleable 
solids  and  suspended  solids,  and  thus  reduce  the  total  solids.  The  membrane 
unit  would  also  reduce  the  total  alkalinity  of  the  sewage.  Following  the  membrane 
unit  would  be  ion  exchange  columns  for  removal  of  the  phosphates  and  the  nitrates, 
magnesium,  sodium,  and  natural  chlorites. 

The  Thom.as,  Dean  and  Hoskins  report  was  quoted  extensively  in  the  draft  statement, 
but  this  final  statement  will  concern  itself  almost  entirely  with  the  temporary 
system  that  is  proposed  to  serve  Bridger  Pines  until  a permanent  system  can  be 
designed  and  installed  to  serve  Bridger  Pines  and  the  rest  of  the  development 
expected  within  the  high  density  area. 
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Proposed  Interim  Sewage  Treatment  and  Disposal  Solution  for  Bridger  Pines  Subdivision 

[ The  on-site  sewage  treatment  facilities  would  include  a treatment  cell  and  a holding 
^ cello  The  treatment  cell  would  have  approximately  a two- day  retention  time  at 
average  winter  floWo  After  two  days  aeration  treatment  in  the  first  cell, 
the  sewage  would  move  to  the  much  larger  holding  cell.  This  cell  would  have  a 
capacity  of  1.9  million  gallons,  which  would  be  adequate  for  seven  months  storage 
so  hauling  could  be  limited  to  summer  months  during  favorable  road  and  traffic  con- 
ditions. 

The  sewage  would  be  further  aerated  in  the  holding  cell  and  disinfected  before  it 
was  hauled  to  the  final  disposal  site. 

The  storage  capacity  of  the  two  cells  was  designed  to  conform  with  standard 
engineering  assumptions  used  to  calculate  the  amount  of  sewage  that  would  be 
generated  by  developments  such  as  this.  The  first  assumption  was  that  the  initial 
stage  of  the  development  would  consist  of  20  condaniniums  and  10  single  dwelling 
units,  as  now  proposed  by  the  developers. 

For  the  condominiums,  it  was  assuned  each  unit  would  have  three  residents  with 
75  percent  occupancy  during  the  five-month  ski  season  and  50  percent  occupancy 
the  rest  of  the  yeaio  Per  capita  per  day  flow  was  predicted  to  be  80  gallons. 

In  the  single  dwelling  units,  100  percent  year  around  residency  of  three  persons 
per  unit  was  assumed,  also  at  80  gallons  per  capita  per  day. 

^ The  holding  pond  is  large  enough  to  hold  the  outfall  of  the  total  30  units, 

plus  the  approximately  two  feet  of  precipitation  during  the  seven-month  storage 
I period.  Depending  on  the  size  of  the  ta^  truck  finally  settled  upon  by  the 
developers,  it  probably  would  take  three  or  four  trips  a day  during  the  summer 
to  dewater  the  holding  pond,  if  the  proposed  30  units  are  developed  and  sewage 
is  generated  in  the  amounts  predicted  above. 

Both  ponds  would  be  lined  with  a plastic  membrane  to  prevent  wastewater  percolation 
into  the  ground. 

From  Bridger  Pines,  the  wastewater  would  be  hauled  to  the  municipal  sewage  treat- 
ment plant  in  Belgrade.  The  Belgrade  systan  was  designed  for  a maximum  of  4,200 
persons,  and  no  more  than  1,100  are  now  using  it.  There  is  thus  plenty  of 
capacity  for  the  Bridger  Pines  Subdivision  residents. 

Domestic  Water  Supply 

At  present,  one  well  with  an  estimated  long-term  yield  of  10  gallons  per  minute 
is  proposed  to  serve  the  initial  stages, of  the  development.  Standard  engineering 
assumptions  indicate  this  amount  of  water  would  serve  the  ordinary  domestic  needs 
of  100  to  125  residents,  or  about  30  to  35  living  units,  if  a 50,000  gallon 
storage  tank  were  provided  as  planned  by  the  Bridger  Pines  developers. 

However,  smaller  pressure  tanks  would  have  to  be  used  until  the  larger  tank  could 
be  delivered  and  installed,  probably  some  time  in  the  summer  of  1974  or  spring  of 
I 1975,  according  to  the  developers.  With  only  a limited  water  source  available, 
the  development  will  probably  be  severely  restricted  until  the  large  storage 
tank  is  installed  or  additional  wells  provided.  Essentially,  no  fire  protection 
would  be  provided  by  the  system. 
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The  state  has  recommended  on  several  occasions  to  the  various  land  owners  in  the 
Bridger  Bowl  area  that  a master  water  plan  be  developed  as  well  as  a master  sewage 
treatment  and  disposal  plan^  To  date,  the  department  has  not  been  successful 
in  persuading  the  land  owners  to  make  such  a plan. 

The  operation  and  maintenance  of  facilities  under  the  community  water  plan  would 
be  the  responsiblity  of  a hone  owners*  association.  The  association  would  be 
responsible  for  the  water  and  sewer  system  from  the  outset. 

Other  Facilities  and  Services 


Electric  heating  would  be  used  in  all  living  units  in  the  subdivision. 

A ccrariercial  trash  hauler  has  contracted  to  ranove  solid  waste  from  the  subdivision 
to  an  approved  landfill. 

All  utility  lines  would  be  underground. 

The  requirement  that  land  within  the  subdivision  be  dedicated  as  public  park  was 
waived  and  the  proposed  dedication  of  11.95  acres  as  open  area  within  the  subdivision 
was  approved. 

Restrictive  covenants  have  been  prepared  to  prevent  unsightly  development  and 
facilities  within  the  subdivision. 

All  cut  and  fill  for  road  construction  has  been  completed.  Some  condominiums 
have  already  been  constructed  in  apparent  violation  of  Section  69-5003,  R.C.M. 

1947  which  states,  Wg  huilding  or  shelter  which  necessitates  supplying  water  or 
sewage  or  waste  disposal  fajcilities  for  persons  shall  be  erected  until  the 
sanitar^y  restriction  has  been  removed  or  modified.  The  county  attorney  was 
notified  of  the  apparent  violation;  however,  the  county  attorney's  decision  was 
to  not  take  action  until  an  attempt  was  made  to  occupy  the  condominiums. 

Existing  Environment 

The  Bridger  Pines  property  is  generally  mountainous  ranging  in  elevation  from 
6,020  feet  to  6,200  feet.  There  are  no  continuously  flowing  streams  on  the 
property.  The  land  is  mostly  covered  with  heavy  timber. 

Slopes  in  the  subdivision  range  from  10  percent  to  nearly  30  percent. 

Soils  are  glacial  till  with  clay  and  shale  of  low  permeability,  accounting  in 
part  for  the  low  rate  of  water  production. 

Environmental  Impacts 


The  environmental  impact  of  this  development  probably  would  be  negligible. 

Since  there  would  be  no  discharge  into  surface  water,  the  water  quality  of  Bridger 
Creek  would  be  unimpaired.  Comments  from  the  Fish  and  Game  Department  did  not 
indicate  there  would  be  a significant  impact  on  wildlife. 

The  proposed  removal  of  groundwater  from  the  aquifer  by  Bridger  Pines  and  its 
subsequent  removal  to  another  drainage  as  sewage  should  not  have  any  noticeable 
effect  on  the  volume  or  quality  of  Bridger  Creek  or  on  other  groundwater  users 
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in  the  area,  according  to  a meiriber  of  the  State  Water  Rights  Bureau » However, 
should  ultimate  de^^elopment  of  the  entire  Bridge  Bowl  area  be  realized  as  sug- 
gested by  the  planners,  this  could  create  a significant  impact. 

Some  sedimentation  problems  could  arise  if  care  were  not  taken  to  minimize  ground 
disturbances  during  construction. 

Some  air  pollution  would  result  from  the  use  of  gravel  roads  in  the  summer  and 
fireplaces  in  the  winter » 

The  use  of  electric  heat  could  generate  several  negative  effects  beyond  the 
boundary  of  the  subdivision » The  Montana  Power  Company  reports  that  each 
condominium  would  use  six  to  eight  kilowatts  at  peak  and  each  house  about  ten 
kilowatts.  The  present  transmission  line  to  the  area  handles  about  1,500  kilo- 
volt amperes  at  peak  and  has  a capacity  of  about  2,500  kilovolt  amperes.  The 
peak  load  of  all  60  units  at  Bridger  Pines  would  demand  about  537  kilovolt  amperes 
which  does  not  exceed  the  capacity  of  the  existing  line.  Elsewhere,  however,  such 
additional  demands  for  power  could  result  in  increasing  the  need  for  construction 
of  coal -burning  power  plants,  resulting  in  additional  use  of  water  and  land  and 
degradation  of  air  quality.  Since  the  developer  expects  these  units  to  be 
used  as  second  homes,  they  will  increase  the  energy  use  of  buyers  who  maintain 
two  homes. 

If  the  residents  of  the  subdivision  are  temporary  on  a seasonal  basis  as  the 
developer  expects,  there  should  be  no  impact  on  schools  in  the  area. 

The  county  commissioners  did  not  respond  to  the  impact  statement,  but  they 
indicated  elsewhere  that  the  hauling  of  sewage  from  Bridger  Pines  should  not 
have  any  harmful  effects  on  the  county  roads  or  traffic  on  the  roads.  The 
Highway  Department  also  had  no  negative  comments  on  the  proposal. 

The  lack  of  fire  protection  caused  in  part  by  the  small  supply  of  water  is  a 
serious  concern  that  the  developer  and  potential  land  buyers  should  keep  in 
mind.  This  department  has  no  authority  to  require  fire  control  facilities, 

Short-term/Long-term  Comparisons 


The  increasing  demand  placed  upon  material  and  energy  sources  by  second  home 
developments  seems  out  of  line  with  the  emerging  national  ethic  of  conserving 
energy  and  materials.  If  mandatory  constraints  are  placed  on  the  use  of  resources, 
second  homes  should  have  the  lowest  priority. 

Irreversible  Commitment  of  Resources 


Energy  and  materials  used  to  satisfy  the  needs  of  this  development  obviously 
cannot  be  used  elsewhere.  There  would  be  an  increase  in  congestion  and  a de- 
crease in  open  space  in  the  area  around  the  subdivision.  The  use  of  electrical 
heat  would  lead  to  the  irreversible  consumption  of  coal  in  eastern  Montana 
generating  plants. 

Alternatives  Available  to  this  Department 

This  :^act  statement  deals  with  the  impacts  that  would  be  directly  generated 
by  Bridger  Pines,  although  it  is  realized  that  construction  of  this  develop- 
ment might  encourage  further  development  in  the  vicinity.  The  developers  of  the 
subdivision  have  asked  this  department  to  remove  the  sanitary  restrictions  from 
the  60  units  proposed  for  the  development,  and  to  thus,  in  effect,  approve  the 
proposed  water  and  sewer  systems  and  solid  waste  disposal  plan. 


jts  , j!/;  nl 

iriy  lo  • ^rfgiiu'K'I  y/t.L  ■LC-i>:^iaJXij  1 . 
-Lluyj  ?M7^^r^y^nnrAc  ur*i  vd 

':u  .:oo  aoi. 

••vor  j.)trf:/.v  t:-)0  n^hn.iL  -=p3ra  •.■■•. OJBil:' 

'■!'  "'!'-  :-.io>;  rrr:i:.J.;l )aq  tifi  .xiSS 


' . 3qfnc-.4'ii'  ' 

• t'-vr 

. • 0 [ 3 iiJuc 


' 'ao'j  '.■,. 
.!-},tArr-  M.  - 


•.:ijr-  fr 

. 1 

^ y>,l 

: ■ ^ tjoiisa 
.Iwiiil 

..  '..l.  ijfi'J- 

V /fl  ' •■  ' 


■■■  :^v,..; 

..r.."'  ■?>  . .iTXO  • 

•.■^ ;...,  . 

■ ^ '■  . 

■■.vj-.  ..  .:  . :,;y lua'.-rr; 

; , .f::  r»j:t . vib^r?  ^ 

'/iij  ■■  ■■}  v'acoqo':/';  ■yj.iau  Od  ^rl7 
■ ■ > ’ ..■  T ■?.  !./.•;  If’iC 


Page  8 


This  department  could  take  any  o£  the  following  actions: 

1.  Approve  the  development  as  requested. 

2o  Approve  the  development  with  stipulations  as  necessary. 

3.  Disapprove  the  development  for  just  cause. 

After  reviewing  all  available  data  on  the  development  and  taking  note  of  the 
response  to  the  draft  impact  statement,  the  department  has  decided  to  approve 
the  development  based  on  the  capacity  of  the  water  and  wastewater  handling 
facilities  and  subject  to  a number  of  stipulations  as  follows: 

lo  Effluent  to  be  hauled  must  be  disinfected  and  treated  to  near  secondary 

quality  at  the  Bridger  Pines  site.  The  system  as  planned  would  provide  treat- 
ment to  this  degree, 

2o  Hauling  would  be  allowed  only  during  the  approximately  five-month  period  when 
the  roads  were  in  suitable  condition  for  such  hauling  (June  1 - November  1) , 

3,  The  covenants  must  clearly  inform  land  and  condominium  buyers  that  they  have 
only  a temporary  solution  for  their  sewage  disposal  problem  and  that  they  would 
be  required  to  participate  in  and  not  object  to  formation  of  a sewer  district 
when  needed  in  the  future.  Restrictions  will  not  be  removed  from  any  portion 
of  this  development  until  such  information  is  included  in  the  covenants. 

4o  Sanitary  restrictions  will  be  removed  in  increments  as  expansion  and/or 

improvements  in  the  water  and  sewage  systons  make  further  housing  expansion 
possible  without  violation  of  state  standards.  During  the  initial  stage 
when  pressure  tanks  are  to  be  used  in  lieu  of  the  50,000  gallon  storage 
tank,  development  will  be  limited  based  on  the  capacity  of  the  pressure 
tanks  provided.  After  installation  of  the  50,000  gallon  tank,  the  water 
system  should  be  adequate  to  support  20  condominiums  and  10  single  family 
units.  The  sewage  system  will  also  be  designed  to  accommodate  the  same  number 
of  units.  If  the  developers  want  to  further  expand  the  development  to  include 
the  60  units  originally  proposed,  the  water  and  sewage  systems  must  be  ex- 
panded sufficiently  to  provide  adequate  service  as  required  by  state  standards. 

Public  Response  to  the  Draft  Statement 

More  than  50  letters  and  over  350  signatures  on  petitions  were  received  in  response 
to  the  draft  statement.  Many  of  these  objected  to  the  original  proposal  to  dis- 
pose of  sewage  in  lagoons  in  Park  County,  We  have  attempted  in  this  statement 
to  deal  with  all  comments  received  relative  to  the  development  as  it  now  is  pro- 
posed, We  have  not  dealt  wuth  comments  that  were  concerned  with  aspects  of  the 
development  now  abandoned  from  further  consideration. 

Many  respondents  urged  the  department  that  it  should  take  action  to  prohibit 
further  development  in  the  Bridger  Canyon,  Such  action  is  not  within  the  authority 
of  the  department.  Whenever  the  public  decides  it  wants  to  limit  growth,  the 
legislature  presumably  will  be  advised,  and  take  appropriate  action.  In  the  mean- 
time, this  department  will  continue  to  strive  for  compliance  with  the  regulations 
for  which  it  is  responsible.  Enforcement  can  be  carried  out  by  reimposition 
of  sanitary  restrictions  if  the  conditions  of  restriction  removal  are  not  met. 
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There  was  considerable  concern  about  the  apparent  violation  of  the  law  through  the 
construction  of  ten  condcminium  units  before  restrictions  were  removed.  Counsel 
for  this  department  said  that  the  units  were  installed  before  either  he  or  the 
county  attorney  was  notified.  When  he  was  notified,  the  county  attorney  announced 
he  would  take  no  action  unless  the  developers  attempted  to  occupy  the  units  before 
removal  of  the  restrictions.  Department  counsel  said  such  action  was  adequate 
inasmuch  as  the  damage  had  already  been  done  by  the  construction  of  the  con- 
dominiums. Elsewhere,  injunctions  have  been  used  with  good  effect,  both  before 
and  after  the  Bridger  Pines  construction  so  the  department  can  still  take 
effective  action  to  halt  illegal  building  where  necessary. 

Several  respondents  were  concerned  that  social  costs  would  result  from  the 
development  and  that  the  public  would  be  required  to  pay  these. 

Responses  from  officials  and  members  of  the  public  in  the  area  did  not  anticipate 
any  social  costs,  although  these  might  be  difficult  to  predict  accurately. 

One  respondent  said  the  development  might  require  the  department  to  begin 
addressing  the  complex  sources  section  of  the  Clean  Air  Act.  Don  Holtz,  chief 
of  the  Air  Quality  Bureau,  said  his  bureau  was  in  the  process  of  addressing  the 
complex  sources  section,  but  noted  that  the  expected  volume  of  traffic  at 
Bridger  Pines  was  far  short  of  that  which  would  require  action  under  the  section. 

On  February  22,  we  issued  a supplement  to  the  draft  statanent  in  response  to 
public  complaints  that  the  draft  inadequately  explained  the  water  and  sewage 
systems . 

Responses  from  government  agencies  are  attached  as  Appendix  A,  along  with  a 
representative  cross  section  of  comments  from  the  public.  Other  comments  are 
summarized  in  Appendix  B. 


V 0?ir  nT5lOflO>.-dX‘fF/fODi^rT'i>D 

. : - ■/:..' Inf  "W- OTjrfafiiabrroo  ihts 

f.-. ^•'..  ‘ .-'  -t/.'-Lv. ivi^  j.'iosrcrtxcfofe  ^;j.rf3" 

v.i  <\mM  ,b“ji'±i;i?oa  ?'£'.j' 

• w ;-;.v '--ji:  '-jdi  miiDi  qci  ^'Aqi 

'■  ,.x, ■■,... i-'l  .■:•■: >i 5 :'i.i*r:f'':rv  ilcj 
: , ,■.  ■••  .j.’’  :b'>.:3'..:,  < ■v;ri  3gi5f®5  <tv 

' .'■  : .:  ;-  :.;;  v' 1 ;;J*)x;^,■*:  . ..OTOxf**^'- IJ  - ^ 

•i.  ■■  ^ 

■■•-  »,:a'  ■;  ' .:a.  o/I 

“ 

/•;.  . rr/o2^1 

■.i  'b;^  '.  "■  , >/u:"’ , ■ i'^'/aJb’  I 

- . ,.  .'  ■-.  r } 

':  ' ^ ^ ''  ■:;,.>3>  VfiS  "} 

. , •:■■  ^ . . : ;-.  , „T  t.iiO  -| 

■ ■.,'>■  71' bl. .13  ' 

■••’Li  ;- Ho-  I 
. .::T500  ' i 
'.'.jpx’f.i  I 

:tb 
. '■  roitq 

...• 

' ■’•xiCTfm 


rp-. 


INDEX 

SHEET 


DESCRIPTION  NO. 

LOCATION  MAP,  INDEX, LEGEND 
a MECHANICAL  DETAILS I 

SANITARY  SEWER  PLANS 2 - 5 

WATER  MAIN  PLANS 6-8 

SEWAGE  LIFT  STATION 9 


LEGEND 


PROPOSED  SANITARY  SEWER 

PROPOSED  WATER  

NEW  MANHOLE 

NEW  GATE  VALVE 

NEW  FIRE  HYDRANT 

PROPERTY  LINE 

CENTER  LINE  OF  STREET  - 


\ 

1 

\ 


THIS  DRAV.’ING  HAS  BEEN  REDUCED  i 

TO  ONE-HALF  ITS  ORIGINAL  SCALE  ; 

j 

S " Coop^-ryi 

\ 


REVISIONS 

o.AWN.  .OB  NO  

THOMAS.  C 

1 . D.  H.eJ  HA 

\ 

engineering  consultan*^ 

OATt  . DCCCR  - ...  . 

»c*Lt>JS  K/ofcc/ 

.Ji'M  6 


APPENDIX  A 


STATE  OF  MONTANA 


Environmental  Quality  G ' 


FL.r.TCHEH  NEWBY 

EVECUTIVF  DIRECTOR 


CAPITOL.  STATION,  HELENA.  MT  S9o01  ^ 


RET.  l.ARR^ 
REF.  THOM. 


MR.  THOMAS  J.  LYNAUGH 


January  18,  1974  jv'  ^ 


Mr.  Daniel  Vichorek  ^ '■ 

Technical  Writer 

Environmental  Sciences  Division 

Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 

Helena,  Montana  59601 

Dear  Dan: 

The  following  comments  are  those  of  the  EQC  staff  regarding  your  department's 
draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  the  proposed  Bridger  Pines  Subdivision 
In  Gallatin  County. 

Paragraphs  3 and  4 on  page  20  of  the  draft  statement  read  as  follows: 


As  both  water  supply  and  sewage  treatment  and  disposal 
present  unusually  difficult  problems  in  this  area,  the 
department  intends  to  remove  sanitary  restrictions  only 
as  specific  water  sources  and  sewage  treatment  facilities 
are  provided.  Strict  limitations  will  be  imposed  on 
the  number  of  units  that  can  utilize  any  specific  facility. 

The  department  will  also  exercise  all  powers  available 
to  insure  that  as  development  proceeds  in  the  Bridger 
Bowl  area,  one  central  sewage  collection,  treatment  and 
disposal  system  will  be  developed  and  that  available 
sources  will  not  be  overused. 


However,  the  significance  of  sanitary  restrictions  with  respect  to  the  goals  of 
paragraph  3,  and  the  "powers"  referred  to  in  paragraph  4 seem  subject  to  serious 
questioning  at  this  time. 

The  last  paragraph  on  page  17  of  the  statement  reads  in  part,  "some  condominiums 
have  already  been  constructed  in  apparent  violation  of  Section  69-5003,  R.C.M. 
1947... The  county  attorney  was  notified  of  the  apparent  violation;  however,  the 
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county  attorney's  decision  was  to  not  take  action  until  an  attempt  was  made  to 
occupy  the  condominiums."  It  is  not  difficult  to  envision  the  situation  that 
will  ensue  if  the  condominiums  are  occupied  and  the  county  attorney  chooses  to 
act. 

A county  sanitarian  once  stated  that  to  mention  sanitary  restrictions  to  a 
new  property  owner  precipitated  either  a blank  look  or  an  invitation  to  make 
use  of  the  toilet  and  that  it  took  about  an  hour  to  explain  the  problem  to  many 
of  them.  After  the  lot,  sanitary  restriction  and  all,  has  been  sold,  who  is 
responsible?  The  developer  may  have  reduced  his  own  culpability  by  including 
the  restriction  in  the  deed,  and  the  buyer  may  have  made  too  large  a financial 
commitment  to  back  out.  In  considering  such  cases  decision  makers  and  even 
courts  have  been  known  to  be  influenced  when  a party  to  an  action  has  large 
sums  invested  or  a hardship  may  be  caused. 

In  light  of  the  above,  violations  of  the  laws  pertaining  to  sanitary  restrictions 
should  be  enforced  as  soon  after  they  are  identified  as  practicable.  If  a county 
attorney  delays  action  then  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 
should  seek  a remedy  to  motivate  that  county  attorney.  The  Bridger  Canyon  area 
would  seem  to  be  of  sufficient  significance  to  require  that  the  department 
seek  such  a remedy. 

If  developers  can  demonstrate  that  Section  69-5003  of  the  Codes  of  Montana 
is  not  effective  in  an  area  like  Bridger  Canyon  then  there  is  no  way  the  depart- 
ment will  be  able  to  carry  out  its  mandate  to  protect  the  quality  and  potability 
of  water  for  domestic  and  other  beneficial  uses  and  protect  the  public  from 
the  hazards  of  inadequate  sewage  and  solid  waste  disposal  facilities,  let 
alone  satisfy  the  mandate  of  M.E.P.A. 

To  follow  the  logic  of  this  argument  one  step  further,  it  seems  highly  undes- 
irable that  county  commissioners  zone  an  area  for  a use  without  first  considering 
at  least  the  regulations  of  the  DHES.  Engineering  consultants  are  quoted  in 
the  draft  statement  (pages  16-17)  as  being  of  the  opinion  that  developer's 
money  has  been  spent  on  plans  that  cannot  be  implemented  due  to  the  physical 
characteristics  of  the  area.  Consideration  of  the  need  for  water  supply  and 
sewage  and  solid  waste  disposal  before  a zoning  change  may  save  the  commissioners 
and/or  the  DHES  the  expense  and  aggravation  of  a suite  claiming  a taking  without 
just  compensation  when  someone  who  bought  property  with  the  expectation  of 
intensive  development  (justified  by  the  zoning)  is  refused  a permit. 

In  addition,  we  have  these  more  specific  comments: 

1.  We  notice  that  no  consideration  is  given  to  the  complex  source  section 
of  the  Clean  Air  Act.  It  seems  that  the  ultimate  development  of  the  Bridger 
Bowl  area  would  be  of  such  consequence  that  Department  of  Health  authorities 
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may  need  to  begin  addressing  that  section  of  the  law. 

2.  On  page  14,  Thomas,  Dean  and  Hoskins  are  quoted  as  suggesting  that  an 
EPA  grant  be  secured  for  sewer  construction.  We  wish  to  suggest  to  the  county 
commissioners  that  such  a proposal  would  be  competing  with  existing  cities  and 
towns  for  EPA's  limited  funds  and  that  in  the  minds  of  some  (EPA?)  a second 
home  recreational  development  would  rank  low  on  the  list  of  priorities. 

3.  In  this  day  and  age  of  energy  conservation  the  self-imposed  sacrifices 
by  many  to  curb  our  energy  binge  could  be  negated  in  short  order  by  fueling 
trucks  to  haul  sewage  from  this  second  home  development.  The  question  becomes 
one  of  what  constitutes  a more  practical  and  productive  use  of  our  precious 
fossil  fuels  - a question  the  Department  of  Health  would  be  wise  to  address. 

4.  The  Rocky  Mountain  Center  on  Environment  (ROMCOE)  offers  the  following 
definition  of  carrying  capacity:  "No  species  can  consume  more  than  its 
environment  can  produce  on  a sustained  basis,  nor  can  it  exist  in  an  environment 
which  has  been  loaded  with  toxins."  In  light  of  the  failure  of  the  Bridger 
Bowl  sewage  system  and  the  need  to  haul  sewage  from  the  proposed  subdivision 

to  a point  outside  Bridger  Canyon  it  would  appear  that  the  area  has  already 
reached  its  carrying  capacity  and  that  any  effort  to  enable  more  people  to 
live  or  recreate  within  the  canyon  must  be  made  at  the  expense  of  productivity 
and  energy  derived  outside  the  Bridger  area. 

We  hope  these  comments  will  be  helpful  in  formulating  your  agency's  decision 
regarding  the  proposed  development.  Thank  you  for  your  efforts  toward  compliance 
with  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act. 


Sincerely, 


Loren  L.  Bahls,  Ph.D. 
Staff  Ecologist 


LLB/cm 

cc:  Dr.  John  S.  Anderson 
Mr.  Ben  Wake 
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STATE  OF  MONTANA 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HIGHWAYS 


December  11,  1973 


Bridger  Pines 
Subdivision 


Environmental  Sciences  Division 
Department  of  Health  & Environmental  Sciences 
State  of  Montana 
Helena,  Montana  59601 

Gentlemen; 

Reference  is  made  to  your  letter  of  December  6,  1973 
and  the  attached  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Bridge 
Pines  Subdivision. 

The  statement  proposes  to  utilize  truck  transportation  of 
sewage  as  an  interim  and  possibly  ultimate  method  of  disposal. 

In  this  regard,  the  hauling  units  will  be  required  to  observe 
legal  load  limits  on  the  public  roads  on  which  they  operate. 

The  roads  in  this  vicinity  are  under  county  jurisdiction  and 
the  County  Commissioners  will  impose  any  required  load  limits. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  statement. 

Very  truly  yours, 

H.  J.  ANDERSON 
DIRECTOR  OF  HIGHWAYS 

By  ^ ^ ' 

Stephen  C.  Kologi,  P.  E., 

Supervisor  - Preconstruction  Section 
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cc:  D.  S.  Johnson 

K,  F,  Skoog 
D.  A.  Williams 
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Helena,  Montana  59601 
January  4,  1974 


Mr.  Dan  Vichorek 

Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 
Helena,  Montana  59601 

Dear  Dan: 

As  requested  in  your  memo  of  December  24,  our  regional  office  has 
reviewed  the  environmental  impact  statement  for  the  Bridget  Pines  sub- 
division. Following  that  review  the  attached  material  was  prepared. 

We  hope  it  will  be  of  use  and  that  you  will  give  it  all  the  con- 
sideration you  can.  Once  again,  we  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 
review  and  comment  on  these  projects. 


Sincerely, 


Barnes  A.  Posewitz,  Administrator 
Environment  and  Information  Division 


JAP/sd 


Enc 


cc:  Fletcher  Newby 
Don  Bianchi 
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STATE  OF  MONTANA 
DEPARTMENT  OF  FISH  AND  GAME 
HELENA,  MONTANA 


Office  Msmorandum 


TO  ; Wesley  R.  Woodgerd 
FROM  ; LeRoy  Ellig 


Attn:  Jim  Posewitz  date;  January  3,  1974 


By  : Don  Bianchi 


SUBJECT:  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Bridger  Pines  Subdivision 

Enclosed  please  find  comments  on  this  subdivision  proposal  prepared  by  Fisheries 
Biologist  Dennis  Workman.  I concur  with  his  comments. 

I would  like  to  further  stress  the  possibility  of  the  water  pollution  potential  of 
this  development  and  would  consider  it  a total  lack  of  responsibility  by  the 
Department  of  Health  & Environmental  Science  if  they  remove  the  sanitary  restric- 
tions. 

I also  feel  that  if  an  area  is  such  that  it  cannot  totally  support  people  (adequate 
water,  sewage  treatment,  etc.)  that  the  area  should  not  be  built  on. 

There  would  also  be  some  loss  of  wildlife  habitat  from  this  proposed  development 
but  it  would  be  relatively  minor. 
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BRIDGER  PINES  SUBDIVISION 


1.  The  planned  60  living  unit  development  will  violate  section  8.3  of  the 
Bridger  Canyon  zoning  ordinances  if  constructed  as  described  in  the 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Why  have  such  ordinances,  if  they  are 
just  going  to  be  waived  upon  request? 

Land  Use 
Intensity 

0.5  acres/living  unit 

Open  Space 
Minimum 

75%  X 30  acres  =22.5  acres 
requirement  waived 

Building  Space  Ratio 
Maximum  Covered  by  Buildings 

12%  X 30  = 3.6  acres 

Breakdown 

6.89  acres  for  30  individual  living  units 

6.89  = 45%  of  3.6  acres  = 1.62  acres  for  30  houses  = a maximum  of  2,352 
sq  ft  for  each  house  plus  outbuildings.  This  is  about  the  amount  of 
space  each  owner  could  legally  cover  with  buildings. 

More  details  are  needed  for  breakdown  of  condominiums. 

2.  Bridger  Bowl  is  located  conveniently  close  to  Bozeman,  Livingston  and 
several  smaller  towns  in  the  surrounding  area.  The  Bridger  Pines  Subdivision 
is  not  essential  for  the  economic  vigor  of  the  ski  facility.  It  supli cates 
temporary  and  permanent  housing  which  is  provided  by  the  surrounding  towns. 
The  subdivision  requires  irreversible  commitment  of  land  which  is  needed  for 
open  space  recreation  by  expanding  populations. 

3.  If  the  subdivision  gets  the  go-ahead,  it  will  be  going  ahead  based  on 
guesses  about  sewage  disposal  and  the  adequacy  of  water  supply  in  the 
future.  Based  on  the  failure  of  the  sewage  disposal  facility  at  Bridger 
Bowl  and  the  fact  that  the  proposed  new  system  is  untried,  the  subdivision 
could  turn  into  a nightmare  of  problems  for  unsuspecting  land  and  condominium 
purchasers.  And,  the  gamble  would  be  minimal  for  Allerdyce.  It  boils  down 
to  high-risk,  non-essential  development  for  the  short-term  economic  gain  of 

a corporation.  Considering  risks  and  commitments  involved,  it  should  not 
be  given  the  go-ahead. 

4.  With  shortages  in  everything  from  oil  and  food  to  toilet  paper,  non- 
essential  new  developments  should  not  be  allowed.  The  consumption  of  ^6 
gallons  of  diesel  fuel  daily  for  hauling  sewage  from  such  a development 
should  be  prohibited;  it  is  contrary  to  national  interest. 


Proposed 

11.95  acres 
open  space  (39.8%) 


15.35  acres  (51.1%) 
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United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 

FOREST  SERVICE 

Region  1,  Missoula,  Mt.  59801 
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Mr.  Daniel  Vichorek,  Technical  Writer  D:- 

Environmental  Sciences  Division 

Depart  of  Health  & Environmental  Sciences 

State  Of  Montana 

Helena,  Montana  59601 


Dear  Mr.  Vichorek: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement  for  the  Bridger  Pines  Subdivision. 

First,  we  have  a few  specific  questions  or  comments  on  the  text. 

Page  2,  last  paragraph  - The  figure  of  80  gallons  per  day  per 
residence  is  usedT  usewhere  80  gallons  per  day  per  person  is 
used.  I am  sure  your  intent  was  to  use  the  80  gallons  per  day 
per  person. 

Page  9 - Your  tabulation  lists  40  acres  of  land  necessary  for 
disposal  by  hauling.  On  page  13,  item  #3  states  160  acres  of 
evaporation  pond  is  needed. 

Page  12  - Does  your  cost  estimate  for  disposal  by  hauling  include 
equipment  ownership,  snowplowing,  and  road  maintenance?  It  appears 
the  proposed  route  traverses  three  or  four  miles  of  non-county  or 
State  maintained  road. 

Are  your  power  costs  for  the  alternatives  accurate?  Referring 
to  page  18,  and  using  the  stated  power  needs,  a power  rate  of 
9.6(t/kwh  has  been  used  for  the  membrane-ion  exchange  system. 

The  cost  would  probably  be  more  like  2^/kwh.  This  would  lower 
the  total  operating  monthly  cost  to  $4,780  or  lower  the  total 
annual  cost  by  $24,720. 

Thus,  the  operating  cost  of  the  proposed  haulage  system  appears 
to  be  more  than  the  other  two  systems. 
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Page  13  - Can  the  proposed  road  system  handle  the  types  of 
trucks  and  proposed  loads?  Have  the  road  reconstruction  costs 
been  considered? 

Page  15,  first  paragraph  - Due  to  the  possible  liquid  level 
fluctuations  in  the  lagoon,  will  bentonite  provide  a positive 
seal  during  the  drying  and  rewetting  periods? 

Pages  16  - 17  - The  question  of  an  adequate  supply  of  water  has 
been  raised.  We  feel  these  questions  need  to  be  answered  in 
more  detail. 

Page  17,  sixth  paragraph  - Where  will  the  solid  waste  from  the 
proposed  subdivision  be  deposited?  Have  prior  arrangements 
been  made  with  an  existing  sanitary  landfill? 

Page  19,  third  paragraph  - We  feel  some  residents  will  be 
permanent. 

In  summary,  the  developer  has  attempted  to  evaluate  systems 
which  can  serve  the  high  density  area  without  the  benefit  of 
all  input  by  all  the  property  owners.  This  is  a commendable 
approach.  We  hope  that  the  total  needs  at  the  Bridger  Bowl 
complex  are  considered  in  approving  any  interim  or  partial 
system. 

Hauling  sewage  to  a remote  lagoon  appears  to  be  one  viable 
alternative.  Because  of  the  cost  questions  previously  raised, 
we  are  not  sure  it  is  the  most  economical  system  in  the  long 
run. 

Sincerely, 


Steve  Yurich 
Regional  Forester 


State  of  Montana 


Mr.  Daniel  Vichorek 
Tectinlcal  Writer 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 
Department  of  Health 
Helena,  Montana  59601 


Dear  Mr.  Vichorek: 

Please  accept  these  comments  directed  to  the  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  the  Brldger  Pines  Deve lopement , wHich  is  a 
part  of  the  Bridger  Bowl  Ski  Complea  situated  within  the  Bridger 
Canyon  Zoning  District. 

As  chairman  of  the  Bridger  Conyon  Zoning  Commission,  I am  vitally 
Interested  In  the  overall  developement  of  the  Bridger  Bowl  Ski  Com- 
plex, thei'efore  my  comments,  in  the  most  part  snail  be  directed  to 
a Master  Plan  for  the  area. 

In  my  opinion  a complete  Master  Plan  for  the  entire  developement 
must  be  adopted  before  approval  for  any  part  of  any  phase  be  given 
by  your  Department,  the  Bridger  Canyon  Zoning  Commission,  The  City 
County  Planning  Board,  or  the  Board  of  County  '.commissioners  and 
such  approval  shall  conform  to  the  direction  of  the  Master  Plan. 

The  Master  Plan  should  in  all  areas  possible  have  the  input  of 
experts  well  qualified  in  their  profession.  this  would  enable  the 
Master  Plan  to  give  direction  to  the  agencies  having  responsibility 
of  approval.  All  phases  of  the  developement  should  oe  dependent  on 
each  other  phase.  The  ski  populati  m of  the  hill  should  not  overload 
the  bridger  canyon  road  beyond  Its  capicity  of  two  lane  travel,  tne 
sewer  capacity  id  dependant  upon  the  water  supply. 

If  the  mountain  would  support  6,000  skiers  per  day,  but  the  water  su 
supply  is  depleted  because  of  sewage  desposal,  then  the  water  supply 
should  control.  It  is  essential  that  the  ski  population  be  controled 
by  the  capacity  of  present  highway  emprovement  at  peek  periods. 

I am  not  against  hauling  the  effulent  if  tnis  is  the  least  contaminat- 
ing and  the  best  and  efficient  way  of  desposal.  I am  against  using 
tax  money  for  road  Improvements  on  raods  used  for  trucking  desposal 
wastes  on  roads  that  now  meet  the  demands  of  present  traffic. 

I think  that  second  home  developement  snould  be  discouraged.  This  way 
of  develjpement  would  nave  considerable  empact  on  tne  energy  crisis 
and  the  road  capacity.  Busing  should  be  encouraged  to  eliminate 
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overnlte  accomlndat Ions  and  releave  the  impact  on  the  sewer  and  •mte’r 
Master  Plan.  This  would  have  an  upgrading  impact  on  the  Bozeman 
economy  where  water  is  not  a problem  and  sewage  desposal  is  not  severe. 

To  sumerize,  one  must  realize  that  the  governing  body,  the  Board  of 
County  Commissioners,  are  not  experts  in  all  fields.  They  must  rely;y 
on  the  scientific  know  how  of  the  experts  from  which  to  base  their 
approve  1 . 

If  this  expertise  is  made  available  we  will  have  a recreational  area 
that  future  generations  can  enjoy  with  pride,  if  not,  the  Brldger 
Bowl  may  become  a second  home  deve lopement , or  a waste  area  where  the 
environmental  beauty  and  the  recreational  enjoyment  will  be  lost  for 
ever . 


Gallatin  County  Surveyor 
Chairman,  Brldger  Canyon 
Zoning  Commission 
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January  2,  1974 


Hr.  Daniel  Vichorek 
Technical  Writer 

Environmental  Sciences  Division 

Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 
Helena,  Montana  59601 

Dear  Mr.  Vichorek: 


My  staff  has  reviewed  the  environmental  impact  statement  on 
the  Bridger  Pines  Development  in  the  Bridger  Bowl  area  and 
I would  like  to  pass  on  our  comments  concerning  the  state- 
ment and  our  position  concerning  the  development. 

In  October  1971,  Gallatin  County  Commissioners  adopted  both 
a master  plan  and  a zoning  ordinance  for  Bridger  Canyon. 

Within  the  plan  there  is  pinpointed  a need  for  housing  ac- 
commodations for  visitors  at  the  Bridger  Bowl  area.  The 
purpose  of  supplying  these  accommodations  is  to  alleviate 
traffic  congestion  on  the  Bridger  Bowl  Road  and  to  allow 
people  the  opportunity  to  remain  in  the  Bowl  area  if  their 
purpose  for  visiting  our  area  is  to  ski. 

The  Bridger  Pines  Development  was  approved  by  the  County 
Commissioners  before  any  zoning  went  into  affect.  However, 
we  were  in  the  process  of  reviewing  and  adopting  a zoning 
code  and  persuaded  Mr.  Allardyce  to  comply  to  a proposed 
regulation.  The  subdivision,  of  course,  was  recorded  before 
the  adoption  of  the  ordinance.  We  had  no  further  dealings 
with  Mr.  Allardyce  until  June  of  1973,  at  which  time,  his  re- 
presentative Ozzie  Berg,  applied  for  a building  permit  to 
place  condominiums  upon  the  property.  At  that  time,  we  rc- 
cieved  an  opinion  from  the  County  Attorney  that  it  was  our 
responsibility  to  issue  a building  permit  where  all  of  the 
conditions  of  the  zoning  ordinance  were  met.  In  our  opinion, 
Mr.  Allardyce  did  meet  the  regulations  of  the  Bridger  Canyon 
Zoning  Ordinance  and  we  therefore  issued  a building  permit 
for  the  condominium  units.  At  the  time  of  issuing  the  building 
permit,  we  were  concerned  about  sewage  and  water  for  the  de- 
velopment as  well  as  for  the  entire  Bridger  Bowl  area.  How- 
ever, we  were  informed  that  a number  of  plans  had  been  sub- 
mitted to  your  department  and  a solution  would  be  forthcoming. 
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We  were  unaware  at  the  time  what  the  proposal  was  and  had 
no  assurance  that  it  would  be  approved.  We  did  feel  that 
if  the  sewer  system  was  not  approved  by  your  department, 
the  condominiums  would  not  be  developed  and  that  Mr.  Allardyce 
would  lot  the  building  permit  expire. 

In  reflecting  upon  the  present  proposal  to  truck  sewage  I roiu 
Bridger  Bowl,  we  feel,  expecially  after  conversing  with 
Mr.  Zollman,  that  this  is  a logical  method  and  perhaps  the 
only  method  that  can  be  approved  by  your  department.  However, 
after  looking  at  the  area  of  the  proposed  site  for  disposal, 

I would  suggest  that  this  site  be  ignored  because  of  it's 
remoteness  and  that  the  developers  be  encouraged  to  find  a 
site  that  is  more  convenient  and  perhaps  closer  to  the  Bridger 
Bowl  area. 

In  summary,  it  is  our  opinion  that  development  should  occur 
in  the  Bridger  Bowl  area.  We  feel  we  have  a plan  and  a zoning 
ordinance  that  will  attract  quality  development  in  the  Bridger 
Bowl  area.  We  also  feel  that  it  is  the  responsibility  of  your 
department  to  insure  an  adequate  sewage  disposal  system  and 
trust  that  you  will  accomplish  the  same. 

It  is  our  opinion  that  trucking  of  sewage  from  the  Bridger 
Bowl  area  is  a logical  expedient  method  of  disposing  of  the 
sewage.  However,  we  do  feel  that  a better  site  than  the  one 
proposed  could  be  found.  We  would  suggest  a site  in  Bridger 
Canyon  would  be  most  desireable  or  a site  in  the  Gallatin 
Valley  near  Bozeman  would  be  more  desirable  than  the  one  pro- 
posed . 

We  appreciate  you  indulgence  in  this  matter. 


Planning  Director 


RM/ym 
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Mayor 


CITY  OF  LIVINGSTON 

LIVINGSTON,  MONTANA 


Dec.  18,  1973 
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Mr.  Dan  Vichorek 
State  Dept,  of  Health 
Cogswell  Building 
Helena,  Montana  59601 

Dear  Mr.  Vichorek: 

At  the  adjourned  meeting  of  the  City  Council, 
held  on  Monday,  Dec.  17th  the  matter  of  development 
in  Gallatin  County  wishing  to  dump  sewage  in  Park 
County  was  discussed. 

This  is  to  advise  you  that  the  majority  of 
the  City  Council  wished  to  go  on  record  as  being 
opposed  to  the  dumping  of  sewage  into  the  Park 
County  drainage  area  and  would  you  please  consider 
this  to  be  an  expression  of  protest. 


Raymond  R.  Hedrick 


Park,  Maaghar  and  Swaat  Qraaa  Countlaa 


D I RECTOR  o F 
EN V I R O N M E N T A U HEALTH 


P.  O.  BOX  lO* 


Phone  222-1407 


LIVINGSTON,  MONTANA  50047 
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Mr,  Daniel  Vichorek 
State  Department  of  Health 
Cogswell  Building 
Helena,  MT  59601 


Dear  Mr*  Vichorek i 

The  Park- Livingston,  City-County  Health  Department  feels 
there  is  a better  way  for  Bridger  Pines  subdivision  to  treat  and 
remove  its  sewage  than  by  hauling  it  away.  Hauling  sewage  in  such 
large  amounts,  creates  many  problems  as  well  as  health  problems 
for  residents  in  the  area,  as  well  as  to  the  area  where  sewage  is 
to  be  disposed. 

The  present  proposed  site  is  not  in  a remote  area  and  it  has 
poor  evaporation,  etc.  Therefore,  this  office  opposes  the  proposed 
sewage  dumping  plans. 


Sincerely  yours. 


Ray  Hedrick,  R.S. 

City- County  Sanitarian 
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County  Commissioners  of  Park  County 


Livingston.  Montana  59047 
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December  27,  1973 


DIVb.uN 


Mr,  Daniel  Vlchorek 
State  Department  of  Health 
Cogswell  Building 
Helena,  MT  59601 


Ret  Bridget  Pines  subdivision i 
hauling  sewage 


Dear  Mr.  Vlchorek i 

We,  the  Park  County  Commissioners,  oppose  to  any  subldlvlslon  hauling 
sewage  In  large  amounts  to  a disposal  site.  It  Is  our  duty  to  protect 
Park  County  residents  and  their  welfare,  health,  and  safety. 

Surely,  the  sewage  from  Bridget  Pines  subdivision  can  be  treated 
satisfactory  at  the  subdivision  site  with  today’s  technology. 

Therefore,  we  oppose  to  hauling  sewage  Into  Park  County  drainage 
area  from  subdivision  and  developed  areas. 


Sincerely, 


Don  Blakeslee 
Board  Member 
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Raymond  R.  Hedrick 


Park,  Meagher  and  Sweet  Qraea  Counties 


P.  O.  BOX  10» 


LIVINGSTON,  MONTANA  59047 

December  27,  1973 


Phone  222-1407 


D I R ECTOR  O F 
ENVIRONMENTAL.  HEALTH 


From  the  Board 
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of  Health  Office 


Mr.  Daniel  Vlchorek 
State  Department  of  Health 
Cogswell  Building 
Helena,  MT  59601 

Dear  Mr.  Vlchorek i 

In  a meeting  held  on  Thursday  evening,  December  20,  1973,  the  Park  County 
Board  of  Health  voted  unanimously  to  reject  the  proposal  by  the  Bridget 
Pines  subdivision  in  Gallatin  County  to  transport  effluent  from  their 
aereated  lagoon  to  evaporation  ponds  to  be  constructed  In  Park  County. 

The  grounds  upon  which  this  rejection  Is  based  are  many  and  varied,  but 
some  of  the  obvious,  are  as  follows i 


1,  Inadequate  roads  In  the  haul  route 

2.  net  evaporation  rates, In  the  proposed  sites, of  zero  or  less 

3,  potential  hazards  to  health  and  environment  in  the  event  of 
rupture  of  either  a tank  truck  or  evaporation  pond, 

4.  the  development  Is  proceeding  Illegally  because  of  sanitary 
restrictions  remaining  on  the  property. 

The  Board  Is  adamant  In  Its  refusal  to  condone  any  such  scheme  which 
Involves  the  hauling  or  transporting  of  sewage  Into  Park  County  or  Its 
drainages  or  the  deposition  of  such  sewage  In  any  manner  which  could 
H potentially  contaminate  any  surface  or  subsurface  watery  within  the 
County, 


Dr.  T,  Clemons 


Sincerely 


Board  Member 


Dr.  T.L.  Kitts 
Board  Member 


Board  Member 


Board  Member 
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Livingston  City-County  Planning  Board 

Livingston,  Montana 
59047 

December  20,  1973 


Mr.  Daniel  Vichorek 
Technical  Writer 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 
Department  of  Health  and  Environmental 
Sc iences 

Stat  ('  oi  Montana 
Helena,  Montana  59601 

Re:  Draft  E nvironmc'nt  al  Impact 

Statement,  Bridger  Pines 
Subdivision,  Gallatin  County 

Dear  Mr,  Vichorek: 

At  a meeting  of  the  Livingston  City-County  Planning  Board  held 
this  date,  the  Board  adopted  unanimously  the  following  resolution 

RESOLUTION 

The  City-County  Planning  Board  opposes  the  alternate' 
plan  of  hauling  by  truck  the  sewage  of  the  Bridger 
Pines  Subdivision  in  a south  and  east  direction 
to  a proposed  open  lagoon  for  the  following  reasons: 

1.  If  it  is  absolutely  necessary  to  haul  sewage 
from  the  proposed  development,  it  would  be  more 
practical  and  beneficial  to  haul  the  sewage  to 
the  Bozeman  sewage  system  for  treatment  and  not 
dispose  of  it  through  an  open  lagoon. 

2.  The  proposed  plan  would  be  detrimental  to 
the  welfare,  health  and  safety  of  the  residents 
in  the  area. 

3.  The  proposed  plan  is  not  in  the  "remote"  area 
as  described  in  the  plan  as  there  are  three  sub- 
divisions in  the  area  being  developed.  Also, 

it  is  an  area  of  potential  development  for 
recreation « 


Mr,  Daniel  Vichorek 
December  20,  1973 
Page  2 


4,  The  proposal  would  affect  the  ascetic  value 
of  the  area  and  would  disturb  the  natural  en- 
vironment. 

5,  The  proposal  will  result  in  obnoxious  odors 
particularly  in  the  summer  months, 

6.  Said  proposal  would  result  in  the  trucking 
of  sewage  over  hazard  mountain  roads  leading 

to  the  liklihood  of  an  accident  causing  pollution. 

7.  Such  a plan  could  result  in  the  pollution 
of  sewage  into  the  drainage  system. 

We  therefore  urge  you  to  reject  the  plan  to  dispose  of  the 
sewage  of  the  Bridger  Pine  Subdivision  by  truck  to  an  open 
lagoon  as  proposed  in  the  environmental  impact  statement. 


Yours  sincerely, 


DY/nm 


DR.  RICHARD  C.  RITTER 

DENTIST 

BOZEMAN  MEDICAL  ARTS  CENTER 
300  NORTH  WILLSON  phone  587-7939 

BOZEMAN.  MONTANA  59715 
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1310  South  Third  Ave* 
Bozeinpn,  Mont.9nn  SO'^IS 
January  7,  I974 


Dr.  Johii  3.  Anderson,  Director 

Deipt.  of  Health  end  Environmental  Sciences 

Helena,  Montana  59601 


Dear  Dr,  Anderson; 


Re:  Brldger  Pines  Sub, 
O-allatin  County 


After  studying  in  detail  the  Impact  statement  on  the  above 
named  subdivision  we  wish  to  voice  our  approval  to  the 
granting  of  an  Interim  permit  for  the  proposed  sewage  disposal 
system. 

Since  the  Brldger  Bowl  Area  will  certainly  need  a central 
sewage  disposal  system  in  the  not  too  distant  future  the  plan 
submitted  in  the  impact  statement  seems  very  sound.  The 
construotimn  of  sewage  lagoons  for  storage,  aerated  to  prevent 
odor,  and  located  so  they  will  feed  Into  the  outfall  line  of 
the  proposed  central  sewage  system  appear  to  be  a sound  app- 
roach to  so\vlng  Mr.  Allardyoe's  present  needs. 

As  to  the  hauling  of  partially  or  wholly  digested  sewage  we 
be|Lleve  this  will  pose  no  problem  for  the  present  10  units. 

Iti  would  seem  that  a knowledgeable  farmer  would  be  glad  to 
accept  such  spraying  at  an  appropriate  time  of  year. 

One  should  consider  the  development  of  the  Brldger  Canyon 
3ki  Area  as  of  major  benefit  to  the  economy  of  Bozemaji  as 
v/ell  as  all  of  Montana  Just  as  Is  the  Big  Sky  Development. 

If;  your  engineers  find  no  technical  problems  in  the  plan  as 
developed  by  Thomas,  Dean,  And  Hoskins  by  all  means  give 
Mr,  Allardyce  the  much  delayed  go  ahead. 


Erwin  and  Eva  Lachenmaier 
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19  January  1974 


Doctor  John  Anderson 

Department  of  Health  and  iiinvironmental  Sciences 
Helena 

Montana  59601 
Dear  ^octor  Anderson: 

Once  again  we  write  to  express  the  concern  of  Gallatin  County  residents 
over  the  Bridger  Pines  subdivision.  These  comments  are  directed  to  assist  the 
Department  in  the  preparation  of  a new  draft  environmental  impact  statement  on 
the  proposed  development. 

As  we  understand  it,  the  Department  has  explicit  statutory  decision-making 
responsibility  in  at  least  three  areas:  water  supply,  water  quality,  and  solid 
waste  disposal.  We  believe  that  in  each  of  these  areas  the  Department  has 
failed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act  (MLPA), 

Water  Supply:  It  is  regrettable  that  the  Department  has  been  unsuccessful 
in  persuading  Bridger  area  landowners  to  adopt  a master  water  plan.  However, 
this  fact  does  not  explain  the  preparation  of  a draft  environmental  impact 
statement  prior  to  the  determination  of  the  volume  of  recharge  capability  at 
the  proposed  site.  Absent  this  data,  the  occurence  of  an  SO-foot  well  with  a 
25-gpm  capacity  is  not  terribly  revealing.  The  additional  drawdown  tests 
referred  to  in  the  impact  statement  should  have  been  done  before  the  draft, 
not  after. 

Sewage  Disposal  and  Water  Quality : It  is  difficult  to  critique  the  sewage 
disposal  system  proposed,  as  the  ultimate  disposal  site  changes  ofteny  and,  to 
our  understanding,  is  currently  undetermined.  As  you  are  aware,  the  citizens 
of  Park  County  have  strongly  opposed  the  transportation  of  sewage  into  that 
area.  Again,  on  this  point,  the  Department’s  impact  statement  appears  premature. 
Until  the  developer  has  proposed  a fully  operational  sewage  disposal  system, 
the  Department’s  review  process  should  not  be  triggered. 

Page  18  of  the  impact  statement  suggests  sedimentation  problems  necessitate 
"careful  control"  and  "extreme  care."  What  sort  of  caution  is  the  Department 
requiring? 

A circular  argument  is  offered  on  page  18s  "There  would  be  no  contamination 
of  ground  or  surface  waters  from  the  sewage  treatment  and  disposal  systems 
providing  the  state  standards  are  met."  This  ignores  the  question:  "Will  they 
be  met?" 


Early  in  the  impact  statement  the  Department  indicates  a requirement  that 
any  facility  accepted  "must  be  designed  to  function  as  a component  of  a central 
sewage  system  that  would  be  expected  eventually  to  serve  the  entire  high  density 
area,"  Does  this  decision  still  hold?  Does  the  Allerdyce  proposal  meet  this 
requirement?  VJould  the  Allerdyce  proposal  fit  into  a system  of  "secondary 
treatment  plus  nutrient  removal"? 


Solid  Waste;  To  state  that  a commercial  trash  hauler  is  available  does  "I 
not  really  specify  whether  in  fact  a system  has  been  agreed  upon  and  will  be  •'  (I 
usedo  Additionally,  are  there  any  social  costs  attending  the  use  of  the  coramercialf 
services?  I 

The  above  are  not  the  only  deficiencies  in  the  environmental  impact  statement,! 
There  is  no  serious  effort  to  discuss  the  social  costs  of  the  proposal:  county 
services,  energy  costs,  etc#  The  propriety  of  further  second-home  construction 
should  also  be  addressed*  If  the  Department  believes  these  impacts  to  be  beyond 
its  control,  the  legislature  should  be  notified  of  statutory  deficiencies  in 
regard  to  MhiPA, 


In  sum,  we  suggest  that  the  Department  draft  is  both  premature  and  inadequate,! 
statements  such  as  this  circumvent  the  requirements  and  intent  of  MEPA#  Accord- 
ingly, we  strongly  suggest  that  the  Department  gather  the  lacking  information 
and  prepare  a second  draft#  We  would  also  suggest  that  the  confusion  attending  I 
this  project  could  best  be  cleared  up  at  a public  hearing# 

V«e  will  appreciate  hearing  from  you  on  this  matter* 

Sincerely, 


Morris  Jaffe 
1311  ‘^outh  Blk^k 
Bozeman,  Montana  59715 


Donald  Reichmuth 
Bridger  Canyon 
Bozeman,  Montana  59715 
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DR.  WAYNE  E.  THOMPSON.  D.D.S. 

414  FIRST  NATIONAL  BANK  BUILOINO 
TELEPHONE  B87.74II 

BOZEMAN.  MONTANA  88715 


December  iLj.,  1973 


Mr.  Daniel  Vlchorek 

Technic  cal  Writer 

hnvironmen tnl  F^ciences  Division 

Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 
Helena,  Montana  59601 


Dear  Sirs; 

T have  thorou,p;hly  rood  and  studied  the  impact  statement  for  the 
DrUiyer  Pinos  development  at  Bridf^er  Bowl,  I find  the  st-^temont 
well  done  and  fairly  complete,  I do  not  chanpie  my  oninion  #Mc}i  I 
sent  to  your  department  when  news  of  the  start  of  construction  of 
the  Bridger  Pinos  development  finally  was  made  nublic, 

T still  feel  the  developer  was  wrong  in  proceeding  in 
construction  without  a permit  from  proper  authority, 

I further  state  I am  not  against  development  of  the  Bridger 
I’owl  area  if  the  development  will  follow  a reasonable  master  plan 
cMtid  the  development  proceeds  in  a legal  manner  whd  ch  means  complying 
with  .san’tary  restrictions  and  regulations;  after  getting  a 
ro<iu-i  rod  permit  from  proper  authority,  I have  twelve  years  of 
e:xperience  on  tlie  Bridger  Bowl  Board  of  Directors  to  lend  as  some 
autliority  for  my  opinion. 

Since  when  has  a county  attorney  or  a city  county  planner 
gained  knowledgeable  authority  to  supercede  the  expertise  and 
knowledge  in  health  matters  of  trained  county  health  officers, 
sanitarians,  and  health  boards??  I feel  it  is  still  against  the 
law  to  construct  anything  on  the  si  te  of  the  Bridger  Pines 
development  without  a permit  from  the  proper  authority, 

'Tdie  county  sanitarians  constantly  have  applications  from 
"nice  guys"  to  construct  some  type  of  sewage  disposal  facilities 
which  do  not  meet  legal  requirements  of  public  sanitation.  These 
permits  are  denied  until  plans  are  revised  to  m.eet  the  requirements, 
"Daese,  "very  nice  people",  do  ' ot  go  around  the  proper  aut’iorities 
and  Chanels  to  influence  some  public  official  to  help  them  break 
the  law-]egally.  So,  why  should  any  developer,  "very  nice  person," 
or  not,  be  !’;iven  privileges  not  allowed  anyone  else? 
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DR.  WAYNE  E.  THOMPSON.  D.D.S. 


414  FIRST  NATIONAL  BANK  BUILDING 
TELEPHONE  867.7411 

BOZEMAN.  MONTANA  S07I8 


Further,  I wish  to  state  that  should  variances  and  illegal 
privileges  be  given  to  anyone  involved  in  the  development  of  a 
sewage  system  for  Bridger  Canyon,  then  that,  I believe,  will 
prevent  a rural  improvement  district  from  ever  being  considered. 

Therefore,  I wish  to  go  on  record  as  against  the  proposed 
sewage  disposal  system  suggested  by  the  Bridger  Pines  developers 
short  of  complete  on  site  sewage  treatment.  I further  believe 
the  developer  shouTJ  be  legally  enjoined  now  from  further 
construction  of  any  kind  and  not  wait  for  occupation  of  the 
structures  before  bringing  legal  action. 

Sanitary  restrictions  should  not  be  removed. 


Sincerely, 


D:  . „ 

D,D.S. 


wet/ Jo 


C- 


; i t. 


Box  78,  Route  3 
Bozeman,  MT  59715 
December  20,  1973 


Dr.  John  S.  Anderson,  Director 

Dept,  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 

State  of  Montana 

Helena,  MT  59601 

Dear  Dr.  Anderson: 

I am  writing  to  protest  the  proposed  sewage  disposal  nlan  for  the 
Bridger  Bowl  area  in  Gallatin  County.  Review  of  the  impact  statement 
provided  by  your  department  suggests  strongly  that  the  developers  of 
Bridger  Pines,  in  the  course  of  choosing  the  least  costly  disposal 
method,  have  chosen  a method  that  assumes  some  amount  of  subsidy  from 
ta::payer-s  of  Gallatin  County.  It  is  most  unfortunate  that  the  developers 
went  ahead  with  construction  under  this  assumption. 

On-site  would  be  more  expensive  than  hauling.  The  advantage  of  such  an 
on-site  unit  is  that  the  buyers  of  Mr.  Allardyce’s  development  would  bear 
the  full  cost  of  sewage  disposal.  On  the  other  hand,  hauling  imposes 
obvious  social  costs  on  the  public:  additional  maintenance  of  countv  and 
state  roads  and  additional  traffic  congestion  and  danger  from  mixing 
large  trucks  with  small  autos.  For  example,  won't  it  become  necessary 
to  build  a left  turn  lane  to  get  trucks  off  hiway  239?  Also,  point 
number  2 on  page  16  of  the  impact  statement  says  that  "The  road  from 
Interstate  90  to  the  evaporation  pond  currently  is  a farm  road,  v/hich 
would  be  upgraded  by  the  developers  if  hauling  is  allowed."  however, 
the  costs  of  upgrading  the  road  are  not  apparent  in  the  construction  budget 
on  page  9 (only  $5,000  is  included  for  roadway)  nor  is  there  any  road 
maintenance  in  the  operating  budget  on  page  12.  If  the  developers  are 
going  to  assume  this  cost,  it  should  reflect  in  these  budgets.  These 
costs  should  not  be  paid  out  of  taxes. 

This  development  may  set  two  bad  precedents:  (1)  If  you  approve  this 
plan,  other  developers  will  be  encouraged  to  let  construction  preceed 
public  review;  (2)  Likewise,  what  will  your  department  do  about  the  next 
proposal  to  haul  sewage?  If  you  approve  this  project,  how  xjill  you  avoid 
these  precedents? 


Respectfully  submitted. 


Verne  W.  Hcise,  ^h.D. 
Agricultural  Econoiui.cit 


2311  Highland  Court 
Bozenren,  Montana  59715 

20  January  1974 


Dr.  John  Anderson 
Director,  Department  of  Health 
and  i!.nvironraental  Bciences 
Cogswell  Building 
Helena,  Montana  59601 

Dear  Dr.  Anderson: 

I have  reviewed  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  (EIB)  on  Bridger 
Fines  subdivision  and  find  it  wholly  unacceptable*  Uy  chief  objections  are  as 
follows ; 

lo  The  EIS  is  not  based  on  any  definite  proposed  action  by  the  Department 
of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences.  An  EIS,  to  be  valid,  must  deal  with  the 
specific  impacts  of  a specific  action*  This  statement  merely  tells  us  (page  19) 
that  "the  department  must  either  approve  or  disapprove"  the  developer's  proposed 
water  and  sewer  systems*  lie  already  know  that.  But  what  does  the  department 
intend  to  Approve  or  disapprove?  Until  that  is  known,  ijiipacts  cannot  be 

properly  delineated  or  evaluated  and  the  document  in  question  is  not,  in  fact,  an 
EIS* 


2,  The  relationship  of  Bridger  Pines  and  the  entire  Bridger  Bowl  high  density 
area  causes  monumental  confusion.  The  statement  drifts  back  and  forth  between 
Thomas,  Dean,  and  Hoskins  projections  for  some  cloudy  future  with  965  living  units, 
100  Bridger  Bowl  employees,  and  3,777  skiers  and  immediate  projections  for  the  60 
(or  is  it  30?)  units  of  the  subdivision.  Confusion  is  heightened,  and  credibility 
diminished,  by  n\ysterious  "statistics,"  including  tables  giving  gallons  of  sewage 
per  day,  haul  days  per  year,  storage  periods,  etc*  as  vihll  as  costs  of  truck  drivers, 
lagoon  operators,  and  such* 

Anent  those  tables,  a little  figuring  on  the  margin  gives  us  822  truck  trips 
per  year  for  60  units*  That  would  mean  about  13,000  truck  trips  per  year  for 
965  units.  And  for  965  units  plus  100  employees  plus  3,777  skiers?  Egad I The 
mind  boggles  and  the  road  bucklesl  How  about  asking  Burlington-Northern  for  a 
urtit  train?'*^'  and  who  is  going  to  pay  for  all  that  driving  and  maintenance?  The 
EIS  doesn't  say,  but  I suspect  that  prospective  occupants  would  want  to  know. 

Meanwhile,  what  really  are  we  asked  to  consider?  Is  this  an  EIS  for  a 
60-unit  subdivision  or  for  a total  Bridger  Bowl  development? 

3*  Certain  statutory  and  regulatory  requirements  governing  departmental 
approval  have  apparently  not  been  met; 

a*  The  water  supply  has  not  been  adequately  tested*  According  to  the 
EIS,  no  tests  of  recharge  capability  have  yet  been  conducted,  although  I believe 
these  are  necessary  before  an  impact  statement  is  drafted* 


* Still  on  "statistics,"  why  would  100  Bridger  Bowl  employees  produce  12,975  gallons 
of  sewage  per  day  and  3,777  skiers  only  11,595  gallons  per  day  (page  3)?  How  did 
the  developer's  engineers  arrive  at  these  figures? 


'mlth  comment,  Hridger  Pines 


-2- 


b*  The  development  has  neither  a master  sewage  treatment  and  disposal 
plan  nor  a master  water  plan#  Page  2 of  the  EIS  states : 

".oothe  department  took  a position  that  no  sanitary 
restrictions  would  be  removed  from  any  proposed  devel- 
opment in  the  Bridger  Bowl  area  until  a master  plan  was  i 

available  which  provided  possible  solutions  to  the  dif-  i 

ficult  sewage  disposal  problems  in  the  area.” 

No  such  plan,  to  my  knowledge,  is  available,  vvill  the  department  abandon  its  position 
and  lift  restrictions?  How  will  such  abandonment,  if  it  occurs,  be  justified?  ! 

Page  17  of  the  EIS  states  that  although  Bridger  Bowl  area  land  owners  have  been 
asked  ”on  several  occasions”  to  develop  a master  water  plan,  "To  date  the  department 
has  not  been  successful  in  persuading  the  land  owners  to  make  such  a plan.”  mill 
the  department  retreat  from  its  insistence  on  this  critically  important  plan?  How 
will  such  a retreat,  if  it  occurs,  be  justified? 

c*  The  development  has  no  operational  sewage  disposal  plan.  EIS  information 
that  sewage  will  be  hauled  to  a disposal  site  in  Park  County  is  apparently  "inoperatlvd"' 
and,  in  fact,  no  disposal  site  has  yet  been  found.  If  the  department  doesn't  know 
where  the  site  will  be,  how  can  it  know  whether  DHES  "requirements, , .for  that  area” 

(page  5)  will  be  met?  This  is  indeed  "the  case  of  the  missing  lagoon," 

Obviously,  in  view  of  all  the  above  deficiencies,  the  draft  EIS  will  need  a i 

thorough  revision  before  the  review  process,  in  compliance  with  the  Montana  Environ-  ^ 
mental  Policy  Act,  can  progress. 


One  aspect  of  Bridger  Pines  subdivision,  touched  on  only  briefly  in  the  EIS, 
is  to  me  the  most  important  issue  in  the  whole  tangled  situation.  That  is  the  issue 
of  legality  — the  proper  enforcement  of  state  law  and  the  question  of  developer 
interest  versus  public  interest.  Allerdyce  et  al.  is  not  an  ethical  business  entity. 
Allerdyce  shows  bad  faith  toward  the  State  of  Montana  (by  premature  construction  in 
violation  of  state  law)  and  also  toward  prospective  buyers  of  the  condominiums.  Is 
the  department  aware  that  Bridger  Pines  is  already  advertising  (see  enclosed  brochures) 
despite  the  fact  that  it  has  no  sewage  system,  no  department  permit,  and  is,  at  this 
moment,  an  illegal  operation?  "'hy  is  the  developer  so  certain  about  future  operation 
that  he  would  advertise?  vJhat  is  he  telling  prospective  buyers  about  the  water  supply 
and  sewage  disposal  problems?  Does  the  department  believe  that  his  past  and  present 
attitudes  and  actions  should  be  rewarded  by  lifting  sanitary  restrictions? 

I am  truly  and  deeply  disturbed  that  the  department  has  not  taken  vigorous 
action,  long  since,  to  enjoin  the  Bridger  Pines  operation,  I am  even  more  disturbed 
that  the  department  is  evidently  considering  a removal  of  restrictions  under  the 
present  circumstances.  Has  the  Water  (Quality  Bureau,  or  whoever  makes  these 
decisions,  really  thought  about  the  precedent  that  this  removal  would  set?  Avery 
scofflaw,  fly-by-night,  bilk-the-sucker,  raake-a-fast-buck-and-damn-the-environmental- 
consequences  developer  in  Montana  would  be  given  carte  blanche  for  even  worse 
depredations  than  have  already  occurred. 


Smith  comment,  I3ridger  Pines 
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Strangely  enough,  the  developer  himself,  via  the  Thomas,  Dean,  Hoskins 
report,  seems  to  acknowledge  that  Bridger  Pines  might  be  a mistake,  given  "the 
physical  nature  of  the  problems"  (EIS,  page  I?)*  Should  the  State  of  Montana 
magnify,  compound,  and  perpetuate  this  mistake  by  allowing  fleets  of  sewage-laden 
trucks  to  roll  across  the  public  thoroughfares  while  odorous  ponds  and  unsightly 
tanks  blight  the  landscape?  (And  while  occupants  scrabble  for  water  from  a 7-gallon- 
per^ninute  well?) 

I believe  that  the  questions  I have  asked,  and  many,  many  others  from  a 
substantial  number  of  citizens,  can  only  be  answered  by  a thorough  public  airing  of 
the  Bridger  Pines  situation.  Therefore  I respectfully  urge  the  Department  of  Health 
and  ii.nvironmental  Sciences  to  hold  a public  meeting  on  the  subdivision  before  any 
irreversible  decisions  are  made. 


i^aclosures 

Bridger  Bowl  promotional  brochure 
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APPENDIX  B 


Following  is  a list  of  comments  generated  by  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement: 


RESPONDENT 

COMMENTS 

Mr.  & Mrs.  Clifford  Montagne, 
Bozeman 

We  oppose  any  temporary  sewage  disposal  system  for 

Bridger  Pines.  The  developer  might  leave  the  formation 
of  the  RID  entirely  up  to  the  property  owners . Approval 
would  set  a precedent  for  other  "fly-by-night"  developers 
in  the  canyon  if  it  is  allowed  to  haul  its  sewage 
out.  All  landowners  in  the  area  should  again  be 
asked  to  finance  a treatment  plant  that  would  serve  all 
present  and  future  development.  The  flagrant  violation 
of  the  law  in  building  while  sanitary  restrictions  are 
still  in  effect  is  very  disturbing. 

Maxine  Pentilla,  Bozeman 

Bridger  Pines  should  be  stopped  unless  sewage  treat- 
ment can  be  completed  "on  the  spot,"  The  county 
attorney  should  obey  the  law,  and  prevent  others 
from  violating  it. 

Rick  Applegate,  for  The  Northern 
Rockies  Action  Group,  Inc.,  Helena 

The  draft  statement  indicates  that  fully  adequate 
tests  to  determine  the  availability  of  adequate 
water  supplies  have  not  been  performed.  Such  tests 
should  be  performed  prior  to  issuance  of  a draft 
statement.  The  continual  shifting  of  plans  by  the 
developer  has  made  it  difficult  for  citizen 
environmentalists  to  keep  up.  The  draft  statement 
should  not  have  been  published  until  the  developers 
plans  were  final.  Further  consideration  of  Bridger 

Pines  should  be  suspended  pending  receipt  of 
sufficient  data  on  the  final  sewage  disposal  and 
water  supply  systems . A second  draft  statement 
should  be  prepared  to  cover  the  above  concerns. 

Charles  McGuire,  Perry  Nelson,  for 
Gallatin  Sportsmen's  Association, 
Bozeman 

We  expect  the  mandate  in  Section  69-5003  of  the 

1947  Revised  Codes  of  Montana  to  be  complied  with 
in  all  siibdivisions . Neither  the  public  nor  the 
private  interest  has  been  served  by  the  county 
attorney's  refusal  to  take  action  until  the  structures 
are  illegally  occupied.  We  support  the  state  proposal 
that  a master  plan  be  required  for  water  supply, 
sewage  treatment  and  disposal  facilities.  If  water 
and  sewage  limitations  prevent  the  allowed  maximum 
development  planned  for  the  Bridger  watershed, 

Bridger  Pines  should  be  disapproved  and  other 
recreational  facilities  in  the  area  should  plan  to 
keep  their  customers  in  Bozeman  overnight. 

David  E.  Marshall,  Libby 

It  is  diffucult  to  read  the  Bridger  Pines  proposal 
with  a straight  face.  It  is  a joke  that  should  be 
laughed  out  of  existence. 

Robert  Hoyem,  for  the  Park 

County  Farm  Bureau,  Livingston 

The  bureau  "declares  its  complete  and  unalterable 
objection  to  the  proposed  sewerage  disposal  plans 
within  Park  County,  or  in  watersheds  leading  into 

Park  County." 
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RESPONDENT 


COMMENTS 


(Illegible)  Cook,  Sally  Cook, 
Bridger  Canyon 

Removal  of  restrictions  would  set  a precedent  for 
other  developers.  The  Alford  study  of  water  resources 
at  Bridger  Bowl  indicates  there  is  not  adequate  water 
for  the  maximum  density  allowed  in  the  Bridger 

Canyon  zoning  plan.  Since  Bridger  Pines  would  remove 
water  from  the  development  area  and  remove  it  to 
another  area  (as  sewage) , we  believe  this  procedure, 
if  allowed  to  snowball  will  seriously  deplete  the 
water  in  Bridger  Creek  and  cause  shortages  and 
pollution  for  residents  downstream.  We  believe  the 
Bridger  Pinas  sewage  plan  is  poorly  engineered  as 
evidenced  by  the  many  changes  and  contingencies 
still  unsettled.  We  ask  that  Bridger  Pines  be  denied 
a permit  until  they  present  a solid  plan  that  does 
not  threaten  residents  downstream. 

Donald  Lc  Brels ford,  Bozeman 

The  draft  statement  failed  to  consider  the  loss  of 
water  from  the  watershed  that  would  result,  from  the 
hauling  of  sewage  elsewhere.  Used  water  should  be 
treated  and  returned  to  the  ground  or  stream  for 
further  use  downstream. 

Jim  Story,  (Bozeman?) 

"I  find  it  hard  to  believe  that  something  this 
ridiculous  and  destructive  has  been  even  proposed 
in  an  area  where  preservation  of  our  unspoiled  and 
remaining  land  is  of  the  utmost  interest  and  importance 
in  the  minds  of  all  conscientious  citizens," 

Agnes  Smith,  Livingston 

Sewage  should  not  be  hauled  into  Park  County, 

Urana  Clarke,  Livingston 

A development  like  Bridger  Pines  is  of  questionable 
value  anywhere  in  Montana,  If  such  a project  is 
approved  the  residents  ought  to  be  told  why.  Its 
effluent  should  stay  where  it  is  produced. 

Jack  Shiplet,  Livingston 

Bridger  Pines  wastes  should  not  be  disposed  of  in 

Park  County,  The  road  proposed  for  use  in  the  hauling 
is  not  always  open  and  isn't  wide  enough  to  safely 
transport  the  sewage  along  with  the  existing  traffic. 
The  Park  County  Planning  Board  should  have  gotten 
copies  of  the  draft  statement.  Building  should  be 
stopped  until  proper  sewage  facilities  can  be  built 
in  Gallatin  County, 

MTo  & Mrs,  Ben  C.  David,  Bozeman 

Trucking  sewage  is  not  a workable  solution,  as  the 
Livingston  cut-off  road  is  treacherous  in  places.  The 
developers  should  be  required  to  build  an  adequate 
sewage  treatment  facility  on  their  own  property. 

Mr.  & Mrs,  Sig  Eggar,  Livingston 

"We  feel  this  is  surely  a 'dirty  stinking  deal'  anyway 
you  look  at  it,  and  can't  help  but  feel  that  Park 

County  will  be  on  the  receiving  end  of  an  unattractive 
part  of  Gallatin  County's  progress  , , ,"  We  oppose 
hauling  of  sewage  into  Park  County, 

RESPONDENT 


COMMENTS 


Cecil  A.  Wells,  Bozeman 

The  so-called  remote  area  at  the  head  of  Quinn  and 

Flynn  Creeks  actually  has  been  siibdivided  into 

36  beautiful  homesites.  The  owners  of  the  lots  do 
not  want  sewage  lagoons  in  the  area. 

Norma  Busby,  Bozeman 

The  area  proposed  for  lagoons  is  not  the  least  bit 
remote  or  uninhabited,  and  the  residents  do  not  want 
any  sewage  lagoons  nearby. 

Lawrence  W.  Taylor,  Livingston 

Bridger  Pines  should  be  held  to  the  same  strenuous 
rules  and  regulations  as  an  individual,  to  prevent 
contamination  of  ground  or  surface  waters. 

Mr,  & Mrs,  C.  McClain,  Livingston 

We  object  very  strongly  to  the  plans  of  Bridger 

Canyon  developers  to  haul  sewage  into  Park  County, 

Patrick  C,  Jobes,  Bozeman 

A better  means  of  sewage  disposal  should  be  found. 

Paul  J,  Boehm,  Livingston 

Gallatin  sewage  should  not  be  dumped  in  Park  County, 

John  Stocksdale,  Bozeman 

"We  do  not  want  this  approved  under  any  circumstances , " 

Larry  Goodroad,  Bozeman 

The  Livingston  cut-off  road  could  not  long  support 
heavy  truck  traffic,  such  as  the  tank  trucks  proposed 
for  use  in  hauling  sewage. 

Dr,  T.  R,  Clemons,  Livingston 

"We  don't  want  this  in  our  drainage  area  at  all," 

Charles  C,  Bradley,  Bozeman 

"The  statements  on  water  supply,  water  quality  and 
hydrology  appeared  to  be  more  a series  of  cautions 
and  warnings  than  anything  substantive,"  The  draft 
statement  contained  insufficient  information  to 
allow  an  evaluation  of  the  water  supply.  What  should 
society's  attitude  be  toward  lavish,  resource-wasting 
second  homes?  Who  is  responsible  for  saying  "go"  or 
"no  go"  for  such  developments,  Bridger  Pines  should 
be  delayed  to  allow  drafting  of  a clearer  and  more 
definitive  impact  statement. 

Harry  McNeal,  for  Montana 

Wildlife  Federation,  Bozeman 

Violation  of  the  law  shows  that  the  developers  are 
not  responsible  men  and  that  they  have  little  regard 
for  the  rights  of  others.  It  is  oversimplification  to 
say  that  compliance  with  state  standards  will  guarantee 
there  will  be  no  water  pollution.  Second  home 
developments  should  have  low  priority  in  an  energy 
short  society.  There  is  not  evidence  that  the  Montana 
landowner  will  take  a responsible  stand  on  environmental 
degradation,  so  the  health  department  has  a unique 
opportunity  to  "make  responsible  decisions  for  us  and 
our  heirs , " The  restrictions  should  not  be  removed 
from  the  property. 

Ernest  A,  Sandberg,  for  Empire 
Federal  Savings,  Livingston 

Sewage  lagoons  in  the  proposed  Park  County  site  could 
lower  adjacent  property  values.  The  lagoons  also 
might  cause  pollution  of  nearby  springs  that  will  be 
developed  as  water  supplies  for  future  homes  in  the  area, 
Bridger  Pines  sewage  should  be  transported  to  the  Bozeman 
sewage  plant. 
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RESPONDENT 


COMMENTS 


Glen  Ao  Buss,  Bozeman 

At  least  half  of  the  proposed  alternate  route  for 
sewage  trucks  into  Park  County  is  across  privately 
owned  land  where  no  easement  would  be  forthcoming  for 
the  haul  project o The  $5000  figure  cited  for  road 
construction  is  too  low,  considering  that  the  UoS. 
Forest  Service  estimates  road  building  costs  at 
$10,000  per  mile  where  gravel  is  available  neatbyo 

Such  anomalous  figures  cast  doubt  on  the  accuracy  of 
other  figures  in  the  statement « Total  operating 
costs  appear  much  too  low.  The  Quinn  Creek  road  is 
not  a farm  road  as  stated » Lagoons  at  the  proposed 
site  would  pollute  the  creek  and  nearby  springs.  How 
will  the  project  be  maintained  after  the  developers 
"have  sold  out  and  disappeared  into  the  'Big  Sky?’  A 
more  efficient  system  should  be  developed  to  conserve 
energy. 

James  Do  Morton,  Bridger  Canyon, 
Montana;  Olympic  Valley,  CA 

If  developers  in  the  Bridger  Bowl  area  want  development, 
they  will  have  to  unite  and  plan  to  find  water  to 
meet  their  ultimate  goals . This  may  mean  trapping 
or  developing  water  in  the  south  fork  of  the  Brackett 
Creek  drainage,  or  in  the  Slushman  Creek  drainage. 
Bridger  Pines  should  be  required  to  provide  county 
officials  with  water  quality  monitoring  by  qualified 
engineers  at  reasonable  intervals.  If  this  monitoring 
shows  that  Bridger  Pines  is  degrading  water  quality, 
the  development  should  be  vacated  until  a local  or 
regional  system  is  developed.  An  interim  system 
should  be  granted  for  the  units  now  constructed. 

MrSo  E.  Eo  Farmer,  Bozeman 

Bridger  Pines  received  special  consideration  which 
would  not  be  accorded  an  ordinary  individual  in  a 
similar  situation.  Individuals  could  not  get  away 
with  building  illegally.  Human  nature  and  the  energy 
supply  question  make  it  questionable  whether  the 
sewage  haul  system  would  be  maintained  properly. 

Someone  with  authority  should  state  publically  that 
there  apparently  is  no  satisfactory  permanent  solution 
to  the  water  and  sewage  problems  at  Bridger  Pines. 
Authorities  should  begin  with  proceedings  on  apparent 
violations  of  the  law  by  the  developers  in  erecting 
ten  condominium  units  prior  to  removal  of  the  sanitary 
restrictions . 

Mary  ElNegoumy,  Bozeman 

"Bridger  Canyon  is  one  of  the  most  beautiful  of  the 
surrounding  areas  . . . and  now  some  out-of-state 
promoter  . . . who  obviously  doesn't  care  about  those 
of  us  who  live  here,  and  who  counted  on  the  department 
of  health  being  so  yellow-bellied  and  liver-lipped  that 
they  would  never  say  no  . . . wants  to  degrade  one 
of  our  natural  beauties."  If  developers  are  allowed 
to  continue  building  just  because  they  already  have 
money  in  the  project,  the  state  will  be  opened 
to  much  more  degradation  of  the  environment.  "Please 
be  hard-nosed  about  this." 

RESPONDENT 


COMMENTS 


James  H.  Goetz,  Bozeman 


Dorothy  Bradley,  Bozeman 


Richard  A,  Wortman,  Bozeman 


Dr.  Robert  A.  Bray,  Livingston 


The  developer  already  has  made  an  illegal  head  start, 
so  the  health  department  should  not  be  in  any  hurry  to 
expedite  its  consideration  of  the  matter . The  department 
warrants  severe  criticism  for  its  inaction  regarding 
the  illegal  commencement  of  construction . The  draft 
statement  contains  insufficient  information  to  allow 
adequate  evaluation  of  the  water  and  sewage  systems, 
or  to  gauge  the  extent  of  the  development.  The 
precise  question  before  the  board  of  health  is  not 
clear  in  the  draft.  Trucking  the  effluent  of  the 
affluent  seems  to  be  an  unnecessary  waste  of  scare  fuel. 

The  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act  will  not  have  been 
complied  with  until  critical  information  regarding 
water  and  sewage  is  provided  for  evaluation.  Citizens 
who  may  wind  up  paying  extra  taxes  to  cover  expenses 
such  as  extra  road  repair,  plowing  and  sanding,  have 

not  been  able  to  get  a straight  story  as  to  the  exact 
nature  of  the  development,  as  the  developer  keeps 
changing  his  plans.  A second  draft  statement  should 
be  provided  before  there  is  any  removal  of  sanitary 
restrictions . 

"I  am  completely  opposed  to  the  proposed  plan  to 
truck  sewage  from  Bridger  Canyon  as  there  are  viable 
alternatives  available." 

The  area  of  Park  County  proposed  for  sewage  disposal 
has  too  many  people  and  too  poor  roads  for  such 
a development,  "i  therefore  ask  that  your  department 
reconsider  its  apparent  positive  support  for  this 
means  of  disposal  and  settle  for  nothing  less  than  a 
central  sewage  disposal  collection  and  treatment 
system  for  the  entire  Bridger  Bowl  area." 


ISTATE  OF  MONTANA  Helena, Montana  59601 


John  S.  Anderson  M.D. 

DIRECTOR 


February  22,  1974 


Honorable  Thomas  Judge,  Governor  of  Montana,  Helena 

Ro  L.  Allardyce,  Allardyce  Petroleum  Company,  444  - 17th  Street,  Denver 

Alice  Fryslie,  Multi-Business  Service,  Inc.  ,1111  North  Seventh  Avenue,  Bozeman 

Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

City- County  Planning  Department,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

City- County  Health  Department,  Box  639,  Bozeman 

Gallatin  County  Attorney,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

Gallatin  County  Sheriff,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

Jim  DeWolfe,  Bozeman  Chronicle,  Bozeman 

Thomas,  Dean  ^ Hoskins,  Inc.,  1200  - 25th  Street  South,  Great  Falls 
Thomas,  Dean  § Hoskins,  Inc,,  1111  North  Seventh  Avenue,  Bozeman 
Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning,  Helena 
Department  of  State  Lands,  Helena 

Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation,  Helena 
Department  of  Highways,  Helena 

Ronald  Schleyer,  Lee  State  Bureau,  317  Allen,  Helena 
Rick  Graetz,  Box  894,  Helena 

Perry  Nelson,  Gallatin  Sportsmen's  Association,  526  North  Bozeman  Ave.,  Bozeman 

Louis  Moos,  Sacajawea  Audubon  Society,  712  South  13  Avenue,  Bozeman 

Janet  Van  Swearingen,  League  of  Women  Voters,  5205  Kerr  Drive,  Helena 

Dr,  Wayne  Thompson,  1317  South  Third,  Bozeman 

Duane  Bowles,  809  South  Third,  Bozeman 

Erwin  Lachenmaier,  1310  South  Third  Avenue,  Bozeman 

Dr.  Richard  C,  Ritter,  Box  1170,  Bozeman 

Earl  Best,  Bridger  Canyon  Planning  ^ Zoning  Commission,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 
James  Posewitz,  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Helena 
Gallatin  National  Forest,  Supervisor,  Federal  Building,  Bozeman 
Lawrence  Christy,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 
Gerald  Wing,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 
David  Levengood,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 
Don  Brelsford,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 
Cliff  Montagne,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 
Jim  Goetz,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 
Ken  Hapner,  1116  West  Curtiss,  Bozeman 
Elizabeth  Smith,  2311  Highland  Court,  Bozeman 
Dave  Stuart,  Department  of  Microbiology,  MSU,  Bozeman 
Dave  Vaughn,  1611  Willow  Way,  Bozeman 
Charles  Bradley,  1105  South  Tracy,  Bozeman 
Northern  Rockies  Action  Group,  #9  Placer  Street,  Helena 
Morris  Jaffe,  1311  South  Black,  Bozeman 
John  Duncan,  116  West  Ridge  Drive,  Bozeman 
C,  F,  Widmer,  414  South  Ninth,  Bozeman 
Terry  Abelin,  430  South  Tracy,  Bozeman 
Dr.  Bill  Prunty,  1524  South  Grand,  Bozeman 
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Dr.  John  Fisher j 1603  South  Willson,  Bozeman 
Don  Reichmuth,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 
Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena 
J.  Ho  Newhall,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 
Ken  Porter,  502  South  Grand,  Bozeman 

Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212  Venture  Center,  Missoula 

Montana  State  Library,  Helena 

Ray  Hedrick,  Sanitarian,  Box  109,  Livingston 

Park  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Livingston 

Dorothy  Bradley,  House  of  Representatives,  Capitol  Building,  Helena 

Ron  Aasheim,  ToA.P.,  Inc,,  P,  0,  Box  1348,  Bozeman 

Glen  Buss,  1312  South  Black  Avenue,  Bozeman 

John  C,  Geach,  Sanitarian,  Box  281,  Glendive 

Doris  Milner,  The  Montana  Wilderness  Association,  Route  1,  Box  1410,  Hamilton 

Ed  Mohler,  The  Gallatin  County  Tribune,  201  E.  Mendenhall,  Bozeman 

David  Lo  Noland,  The  Noland  Agency, 1002  Pioneer  Building,  St,  Paul,  Minnesota 

Livingston  Public  Library,  Livingston 

Bozeman  Public  Library,  Bozeman 

Park  County  Planning  Department,  Courthouse,  Livingston 

Garland  Shaw,  Pesticide  Division,  Department  of  Agriculture,  Helena 

Bob  Ship let,  Clyde  Park 

Larry  Uman,  Environmental  Studies  Department,  University  of  Montana,  Missoula 
Mrs,  Fred  J,  Wirtz,  432  North  5th  Street,  Livingston,  Montana  59047 
Mrs,  Craig  Zakovi,  514  North  Montana,  Bozeman 


Ladies  and  Gentlemen: 

Attached  is  a supplement  to  the  draft  environmental  inpact  statement  issued 
December  6,  1973  for  the  Bridger  Pines  subdivision  in  Bridger  Ganyon. 

This  supplement  is  being  issued  at  the  advice  of  the  Environmental  Quality 
Council  to  inform  the  public  more  fully  concerning  the  details  of  the  sewage 
disposal  and  water  supply  system  proposed  for  use  in  the  subdivision.  All 
comments  and  questions  regarding  this  supplement  should  be  sent  to  me  by 
March  8, 

As  soon  as  possible  following  this  date  we  will  issue  a final  environmental 
inpact  statement  in  which  we  will  address  all  questions  raised  in  response 
to  the  draft  statement  and  this  supplement. 


Sincerely, 


Daniel  Vichorek 

Technical  Writer 

Environmental  Sciences  Division 


cc : Ben  Wake 


SUPPLEMENT  TO  THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  FOR  BRIDGER  PINES  SUBDIVISION 


Water  Supply 

As  noted  in  the  draft  statement,  there  is  one  rather  low-yield  well  on  the 
property.  The  engineer  used  a non-standard  technique  to  test  the  production  of 
this  well,  but  using  the  data  provided  from  this  test,  the  state  was  able  to  esti- 
mate the  long-term  water  yield  at  7-10  gallons  per  minute.  A 50', 000  gallon  storage 
tank  would  be  used  in  the  water  system. 


Sewage  Disposal 

The  developer  still  plans  to  haul  the  sewage  generated  to  a disposal  facility 
away  from  the  subdivision. 

This  department  still  holds  that  the  hauling  of  wastewater  is  not  a desirable 
situation,  where  it  can  be  avoided.  Because  of  the  physical  constraints  on  the 
Bridger  Pines  area,  however,  hauling  the  sewage  is  probably  as  good  a system  as 
can  be  developed,  provided  proper  care  is  taken. 

The  developer  no  longer  plans  to  haul  the  sewage  to  a site  in  Park  County,  The 
current  plan  is  to  haul  the  sewage  to  the  Belgrade  city  sewage  treatment  lagoon. 

A contract  is  being  processed  to  allow  Bridger  Pines  to  use  this  system  for  five 
years.  During  this  5-year  period,  the  developer  hopes  to  be  able  to  connect  to 
a joint  system  in  the  high  density  area  around  Bridger  Bowl  which  would  be  developed 
through  formation  of  a rural  improvement  district  (RID) . If  a system 
developed  through  an  RID  is  not  available,  the  developer  would  have  to  attempt  to 
extend  his  contract  with  the  City  of  Belgrade,  contract  with  another  community  for 
disposal,  or  provide  his  own  independent  disposal  system  similar  to  the  one  now 
serving  Belgrade, 

For  the  temporary  haul  system,  the  developer  plans  to  contract  a 6,000  gallon 
tank  truck.  Specifications  requiring  high  standards  of  operation  and  maintainence 
would  be  included  in  the  contract.  Hauling  would  be  done  during  summer  months 
when  road  conditions  are  favorable, 

A wastewater  treatment  and  storage  pond  system  is  now  proposed  on  the  Bridger 
Pines  site.  The  wastewater  will  be  treated  to  near  secondary  quality  in  an 
aerated  lagoon,  stored  in  a second  aerated  pond,  and  then  disinfected  and  hauled 
during  the  summer  to  the  Belgrade  system  for  disposal.  All  lagoons  would  have  to 
be  positively  sealed. 

This  department  believes  that  any  approval  granted  of  a temporary  system  as 
described  above  for  Bridger  Pines  should  not  delay  the  development  of  an  area-wide 
solution  to  the  disposal  problem,  such  as  could  be  provided  by  an  RID.  Persons 
buying  a lot  or  condominium  should  be  informed  that  the  sewage  disposal  system 
is  temporary  and  that  it  will  be  necessary  for  them  to  participate  in  the  forma- 
tion of  an  RID  to  furnish  a permanent  solution  to  the  problem  as  soon  as  possible. 

Further  discussion  of  the  water  and  sewage  systems  will  be  provided  in  the 
final  impact  statement. 
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Solid  Waste  Disposal 


We  are  awaiting  a letter  from  a commercial  trash  hauler  affirming  that  he 
can  and  would  handle  solid  waste  generated  by  the  subdivision.  This  will  be  dis- 
cussed further  in  the  final  statement. 

Action  by  this  Department 

The  number  of  units  released  from  sanitary  restriction  will  depend  upon  the 
capacity  of  the  water  and  sewage  systems,  as  determined  by  this  department. 
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Department  of  Health  and  Eriwonmental  Sciences 

Icsx/VTPJ  IV/iniVlTiQilVl  A mfickja  /kAriMTAMA  spAni 


H ) 


January  30,  1974 


Honorable  Thomas  >.udge.  Governor  of  Montana,  Helena  J 

R.  L.  Allardyce,  Allardyce  Petroleura  CoTupany,  444  - 17th  Street,  Denver  i 

Alice  Fryslie,  ilulti-Dusiness  Service,  Inc.,  1111  '''orth  7th  /n/enue,  Bocenan  ? 

Board  of  County  Cominissioners , Courthouse,  Bozenan  j, 

City-County  Planning  Denartnent,  Courthouse,  Bozenan  [ 

City-County  Health  Denartnent,  Box  639,  Bozenan  ' } 

Gallatin  County  Attorney,  Courthouse,  Bozenan  | 

Gallatin  County  Sheriff,  Courthouse,  Bozenan  | 

Jin  De'Jolfe,  Bozenan  Chronicle,  Bozenan  | 

Thonas,  Dean  d hoshins,  Inc.,  1200  25th  Street  South,  Great  Falls  [ 

Thonas , Dean  Hoskins,  Inc.,  1111  h'orth  7 th  Avenue,  Bozenan  i 

Department  of  Intergovernnental  Relations,  Division  of  Plannin',  Helena  > 

Department  of  State  Lands,  Helena  | 

Departr.ent  of  natural  Resources  and  Conservation,  Helena  \ 

Depart-nent  of  H?ghv7avs,  Helena  | 

Ronald  Schleyer  Lee  State  Bureau,  317  Allen,  Helena 

Rick  Graetz,  Box  <394,  Helena  ^ 

Perry  Helson  Gallatin  Sportsmen's  A.ssociation,  526  Mo.  Bozenan  Ave.,  Bozenan 
Louis  Moos  Sacajavrea  Audubon  Society,  712  South  13  Avenue,  Bozenan 
Janet  Van  Smearingen,  League  of  L-onen  Voters,  5205  Kerr  Drive,  Helena 
' Dr.  Mayne  Thompson,  1317  So.  Tliird,  Bozenan 

Duane  Bowles,  S09  So.  Third,  Bozenan 
Enjin  Lachenmaier  1310  So.  Third  Avenue,  Bozenan 
Dr.  Richard  C.  Fritter,  Box  1170,  Bozenan 

Earl  Best,  Bridget  Canyon  Planning  & Zoning  Commission,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

Janes  Posexritz  . Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Helena 

Gallatin  National  Forest,  Supervisor,  Federal  Building,  Bozenan 

Lawrence  Christy,  Bridget  Canyon,  Bozeman 

Gerald  Uing,  Bridget  Canyon,  Bozenan 

David  Levengood,  Bridget  Canyon,  Bozenan 

Don  Brelsford,  Bridcer  Canyon,  Bozeman 

Cliff  riontagne  . Bridget  Canyon,  Bozenan  j 

Jin  Goetz  Bridget  Canyon^  Bozeman  ' 

Ken  Ilapner,  1116  Nest  Curtiss,  Bozenan  | 

Birl:  Apnleg^te  Pni’^'e  3,  Bov  114-  H<o7’onan  ! 

Elizabeth  Smith,  2311  Highland  Court,  Bozenan 

Dave  Stuart,  Department  of  Microbiology,  MSU,  Bozeman 

Dave  ^.^aughn,  1611  Uillow  May,  Bozeman 

Charles  Bradley,  1105  South  Tracy,  Bozenan 

Park  County  Planning  Office,  Courthouse,  Livingston 

The  Livingston  Lnternrise,  Livingston 

Morris  Jaffe,  1311  South  Black.,  Bozeman 

John  Duncan  116  Mest  Ridge  Drive,  Bozeman 

C.  . ■^Jidner,  : '^outh  9 th,  Bozeman 

Terry  Abelin  . 43.’i  .m. . Bozeman 

Dr.  Bill  Prunt)  . 1'^  ' .joutli  Grand,  Bozeman 
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Dr.  John  Fisher  1603  South  hillson,  Bozeman 
Don  Reichrauth,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 

Rnvironitental  Qualit;''  Council,  Capitol  Building,  Helena 
J.  H,  hewhall,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 
Ken  Porter,  502  South  Grand,  Bozeinan 

Student  Environ’^ental  Research  Center,  Room  212  Venture  Center  Missoula 

Hontana  State  Library,  Helena 

Ray  Hedric’:,  Sanitarian,  Box  109,  Livingston 

Par’x  County  Connissioners , Courthouse  Livingston 

Doris  Milner  Montana  BMlderaess  Association,  Route  1,  Box  1410,  Hamilton 

Bob  Shiplet,  Clvda  Pari:,  Montana 

Fred  J.  Mirtz  432  MortVi  5th  Street,  Livingstoi: 

northern  P,ockies  Action  Group,  9 Placer  Motel,  Bielcaa, 


Ladies  and  Gentlemen. 


Because  of  changes  in  the  developers*  plan  of  action,  it  nMll  be  nccessarv 
for  us  to  mrite  a supplement  to  the  draft  environnental  impact  statement  ^or 
the  Bridger  Pines  subdivision  in  Gallatin  County. 


This  document  will  be  f ortlicoraing  vzhenever  v:e  are  infori'.ed  exactlv  where 
and  hot;  the  developers  plan  to  dispose  of  their  sewaoe.  They  have  told  us 
they  no  longer  plan  to  use  the  Pari:  County  disposal  site  that  ^:'as  discussed 
in  the  draft  statement,  but  they  have  not  proposed  a neir  site. 

You  will  be  given  a clnance  to  conment  on  the  supplement  before  t’-is 
department  takes  any  further  action. 


DV :nrc 


Sincerely, 


Daniel  Vichorel: 

Technical  ”riter 
Environmental  'Sciences  Division 


cc:  Doctor  Anderson 
'Ir.  O'Donnell 
Don  Zollnan 
Richard  Llewellyn 
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STATE  DOCli^lEfTiS 
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^fe^-mTE  Q^rUakjTAfxjA  HELENA, MONTANA  59601 


Decenber  24,  1973 


lionorablo  Thor.as  judge,  Governor  of  Montana,  Hexena 

R.  L.  Allardyce,  Allardyce  Petroleun  Conpany,  444-17th  Street,  Denver 

Alice  Fryslis,  Multi-Business  Service,  Inc.,  1111  Forth  Seventn  Avenue,  Bozeman 

Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Bozerr^.an 

City-County  Planning  Department,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

City  -County  Health  Department,  Box  639,  Bozeman 

Gallatin  County  Attorney,  Court'iouse,  Rozeraan 

Gallatin  County  Sheriff,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

Jim  DsHolfe,  Bozeman  Chronicle,  Bozeman 

Thomas,  Dean  & Hoskins,  Inc.,  1200  25th  Street  South,  Great  Falls 
Thoraas  , Dean  & Hoskins,  Inc.,  1111  Forth  Seventh  Avenue,  Bozeman 
Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning,  TIelena 
Department  of  State  Lands,  Helena 

Department  of  Katural  Resources  and  Conservation,  Helena 
Departnen+-  of  Highways,  Helena 

Ronald  Schleyer,  Lee  State  Bureau,  317  Alien  Helena 
Rick  Graetz,  Box  394,  Helena 

Perry  Kelson,  Gallatin  SportSTnen’s  Association,  526  North  Bozeman  Ave.,  Bozeman 
Louis  Moos,  Sacajawea  Audubon  Society,  712  South  13th  Avenue,  Bozeman, 

Janet  Van  Swearingen,  League  of  Uomen  Voters,  5205  Kerr  Drive,  Helena 

Dr.  Uayne  Thomnson,  1317  So.  Third,  Bozeman 

Duane  Bowles,  809  South  Third,  Bozeman 

Ervin  Lachenmaier,  1319  So.  Third  Avenue,  Bozeman 

Dr.  Richard  C.  Ritter,  Box  1170,  Bozeman 

Mr.  Lavnrence  Christie,  Route  2 Box  319,  Bozeman 

Earl  Best,  Bridget  Canyon  Planning  & Zoning  Conmassion,  Courthouse,  Bozem.an 

James  PosetTitz,  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Helena 

Gallatin  National  Forest,  Supervisor,  Federal  Building,  Bozeman 

Gerald  Wing,  Bridget  Canyon,  Bozeman 

David  Levengood , Bridget  Canyon,  Bozeman 

Don  Brelsford,  Bridget  Canvon,  Bozeman 

Cliff  Montagne,  Biidger  Canyon,  Bozeman 

Jim  Goetz,  Bridget  Canyon,  Bozem.an 

Ken  Hapner,  1116  West  Curtiss  Bozeman 

Rick  Applegate,  Rente  3,  Box  114,  Bozeman 

Elizabeth  Smith,  2311  Highland  Court,  Bozem.an 

Dave  Stuart,  Denarteent  of  Microbiology,  MSU  Bozeman 

Dave  Vaughan,  1611  Willow  Wav,  Bozeman 

Charles  Bradley,  1105  South  Tracy,  Bozeman 

Sharon  Zaroui,  514  N.  Montana,  Bozeman 

The  Livingston  Enterprise,  Livingston 

Morris  Jaffa,  1311  South  Black,  Bozeman 

John  Duncan,  116  West  Ridge  Drive,  Bozeman 


n.  F,  T^nVl-np-r  /,\h  So”th  Ninth  Bc2:cnnn 
Terry  ABelin,  430  South  Tracy,  Bozeman 
Dr.  Bill  Prunty,  1524  South  Grand,  Bozeman 
Dr.  John  Fisher,  1603  South  Willson,  Bozeman 
Don  Relchmuth,  Brid^er  Canyon,  Bozeman 
Environmental  Quality  Council  Helena 
J.  H.  Newhall,  Bridget  Canyon,  Bozeman 
Ken  Porter,  502  South  Grand,  Bozeman 

Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212  Venture  Center,  Missoula 

Montana  State  Library,  Helena 

Ray  Hedrick,  Sanitarian,  Box  109,  Livingston 

Park  County  Commissioners  Courthouse,  Livingston 

Ladies  and  Gentlemen: 

I In  response  to  a rennest*.  tHn  c T'lopo/rtment  has  granted  a 15— dav  a^itancicn 

I of  the  comment  period  on  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  the 

! Bridget  Pines  Subdivision  in  Gallatin  County. 

i 

All  comments  should  be  sent 

I 

I 
I 
I 

i 

i 

i DV:mrc 


to  me  by  January  20 1974. 
Sincerely, 

Daniel  Vichorek 

Technical  Writer 

Environmental  Sciences  Division 
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Decanber  6,  1973 


DEC  1 o'  h. 


Honorable  Thomas  Judge,  Governor  of  Montana,  Helena 

R.  L.  Allardyce,  Allardyce  Petroleum  Company,  444- 17th  Street,  Denver 

Alice  Fryslie,  Multi-Business  Service,  Inc.,  1111  North  Seventh  Ave.,  Bozeman 

Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

City- County  Planning  Department,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

City-County  Health  Department,  Box  639,  Bozeman 

Gallatin  County  Attorney,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

Gallatin  County  Sheriff,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

Jim  DeWolfe,  Bozeman  Chronicle,  Bozeman 

Thomas,  Dean  § Hoskins,  Inc.,  1200  25th  Street  South,  Great  Falls 
Thomas,  Dean  ^ Hoskins,  Inc.,  1111  North  Seventh  Avenue,  Bozeman 
Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning,  Helena 
Department  of  State  Lands,  Helena 

Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation,  Helena 
Department  of  Highways,  Helena 

Ronald  Schleyer,  Lee  State  Bureau,  317  Allen,  Helena 
Rick  Graetz,  Box  894,  Helena 

Perry  Nelson,  Gallatin  Sportsmen's  Association,  526  North  Bozeman  Ave.,  Bozeman 

Louis  Moos,  Sacajawea  Audubon  Society,  712  South  13  Ave.,  Bozeman 

Janet  Van  Swearingen,  League  of  Women  Voters,  5205  Kerr  Drive,  Helena 

Dr.  Wayne  Ihanpson,  1317  So.  Third,  Bozeman 

Duane  Bowles,  809  South  Third,  Bozeman 

Erwin  Lachenmaier,  1310  So.  Third  Ave.,  Bozeman 

Dr.  Richard  C.  Ritter,  Box  1170,  Bozeman 

Mr.  Lawrence  Oiristei,  Route  2,  Box  319,  Bozeman 

Earl  Best,  Bridger  Canyon  Planning  ^Zoning  Commission,  Courthouse,  Bozeman 

James  Posewitz,  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Helena 

Gallatin  National  Forest,  Supervisor  Federal  Building,  Bozeman 

Lawrence  Christy,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 

Gerald  Wing,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 

David  Levengood,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozonan 

Don  Brelsford,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 

Cliff  Montagne,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 

Jim  Goetz,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 

Ken  Hapner,  1116  West  Curtiss,  Bozeman 

Rick  Applegate,  Route  3,  Box  114,  Bozeman 

Elizabeth  Smith,  2311  Highland  Court,  Bozeman 

Dave  Stuart,  Department  of  Microbiology,  MSU,  Bozeman 

Dave  Vaughn,  1611  Willow  Way,  Bozeman 

Charles  Bradley,  1105  South  Tracy,  Bozeman 

MONTANA  STATE  LIBRARY 
930  Easf  Lyndale  Avcnus 
Helena,  AAcr.Jona 


Morris  Jaffe,  1311  South  Black,  Bozeman 
John  Duncan,  116  West  Ridge  Drive,  Bozeman 
C.  F.  Widmer,  414  South  Ninth,  Bozeman 
Terry  Abelin,  430  South  Tracy,  Bozeman 
Dr.  Bill  Prunty,  1524  South  Grand,  Bozeman 
Dr.  John  Fisher,  1603  South  Willson,  Bozeman 
Don  Reiclunuth,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 
Ihvironmental  Quality  Council,  Helena 
J.  H.  Newhall,  Bridger  Canyon,  Bozeman 
Ken  Porter,  502  South  Grand,  Bozanan 

Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Root  212  Venture  Center,  Missoula 

Montana  State  Library,  Helena 

Ray  Hedrick,  Sanitarian,  Box  109,  Livingston 

Park  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Livingston 


Ladies  and  Gentlemen: 

This  impact  statement  is  submitted  for  your  consideration.  Comments  and 
questions  will  be  accepted  for  30  days  following  issuance  of  this  state- 
ment. An  additional  15  days  is  available  on  request.  All  comments  should 
be  sent  to  the  undersigned. 

Sincerely, 


Daniel  Vichorek 

Technical  Writer 

Environmental  Sciences  Division 


cc:  Ben  Wake 


SUMf^ARY  OF  THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  DIPACT  STATEMENT  FOR  THE  BRIDGER  PINES  SUBDIVISION 


The  first  submission  of  data  to  this  Department  regarding  the  Bridger  Pines 
Subdivision  was  made  August  6,  1971=  At  that  time  it  was  proposed  that  individual 
septic  tanks  or  an  Armon  system  be  used  to  dispose  of  sewage  in  the  developments, 

These  systems  were  rejected  as  unsatisfactory  by  this  Department., 

I Following  this  rejection,  the  area  encompassing  Bridger  Pines,  Bridger  Bowl,  and 

I five  other  parcels  of  adjacent  property  was  zoned  for  intensive  use.  At  about  the 

! same  time,  the  Bridger  Bowl  sewage  system  failed,  underlining  the  problems  to  be  faced 

I 

I if  the  area  were  developed  to  the  extent  allowed  under  the  zoning  ordinances . 

I 

j In  view  of  these  problems,  the  Department  ruled  that  any  temporary,  interim  sewage 

I systems  proposed  for  use  in  the  intensive  use  area  must  be  capable  of  reliably  preventing 

i 

I contamination  of  ground  or  surface  water  while  operating  alone,  and  must  be  designed 
j to  function  as  a component  of  a central  sewage  system  that  would  be  expected  eventually 
j to  serve  the  entire  high  density  area. 

No  such  system  was  suggested  by  the  developers  until  August,  1973.  At  that  time, 
they  submitted  a plan  recommending  that  the  central  sewage  system  for  the  intensive 
use  area  be  based  on  the  use  of  7500  gallon  tank  trucks  to  remove  sewage  from  the 
area  to  an  evaporation  pond  in  a remote  location. 

Subsequently,  they  proposed  use  of  a 3500  gallon  truck  to  periodically  remove 
sewage  from  a temporary  lagoon  that  they  proposed  to  build  to  collect  the  sewage  from 
Bridger  Pines.  No  decision  has  been  made  on  the  suitability  of  this  proposed  system, 
although  it  appears  capable  of  meeting  the  regulations  enforced  by  this  Department. 
However,  in  view  of  the  negative  comments  regarding  the  proposal  already  received  from 
other  governmental  agencies  with  authority  over  various  aspects  of  the  plan,  there  is 
some  doubt  whether  the  plan  can  be  implemented. 

The  decision  whether  to  approve  the  proposal  will  hinge  largely  on  the  response 
to  this  impact  statement. 

i 


All  the  correspondence  and  data  this  Department  has  received  concerning  this 
development  is  public  information  and  may  be  examined  at  our  offices  in  Helena. 

The  environmental  impacts  resulting  directly  from  this  development  probably 
would  be  minor.  There  would  be  some  danger  of  unforeseen  impacts  resulting  from 
accidents  involving  trucks  loaded  with  sewage,  but  these  would  be  difficult  to 
quantify.  The  use  of  electricity  for  |ieating  will  cause  Impacts  away  from  the  site, 
where  increased  electrical  demand  will  result  in  the  construction  of  coal-fired  power 
plants.  Some  impacts  might  result  from  the  construction  of  the  evaporation  ponds  in 
a remote  location. 


li 


DRAFT  ENVIRONVIENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


BRIDGER  PINES  SUBDIVISION 
GALLATIN  COUNTY 


I\irsucmt  to  the  Montana  lYivironmental  Policy  Act  and  Montana's  laws  con- 
trolling public  and  private  water  supply  and  sewage  disposal  for  sub- 
divisions, and  water  pollution  control,  the  following  draft  statement 
was  prepared  by  the  liivironmental  Sciences  Division  of  the  Department  of 
Uealtli  and  liivironmental  Sciences,  which  has  been  asked  to  remove  the 
sanitary  restriction  from  the  above-cited  property.  Montana's  laws 
governing  water  supply  and  sewage  disposal  for  subdivisions  requires  that 
sanitary  restrictions  be  removed  before  construction  on  subdivided 
property  of  any  building  requiring  facilities  for  water  supply  or  the 
disposal  of  sewage,  trash  or  garbage.  This  development  is  located  in 
i the  southeast  1/4  of  Section  19,  Township  1 North,  Range  7 East,  north- 

I east  of  the  Bridger  Bowl  ski  area  in  Bridger  Canyon,  Gallatin  County 

I and  is  shown  on  Map  1.  Map  2 is  a plat  of  the  proposed  Bridger  Pines 

Subdivision. 

I 

! History  and  Description  of  the  Project 

I 

! On  August  6,  1971,  this  department  received  the  first  submission  of  ma- 

j terial  on  this  development  from  the  engineering  firm  of  Thomas,  Dean 

I and  Hoskins.  In  the  original  proposal,  the  property  owners,  Allerdyce 

' Petroleum  Company  of  Denver  and  Bridger  Valley,  Inc.,  represented  by 

I Mr.  Christensen  proposed  to  develop  30  lots  on  30  acres  of  ground.  The 

I proposal  provided  30  sites  for  individual  dwellings  and  30  additional 

I condominium  sites  for  a total  of  60  units.  Each  individual  lot  owner 

j would  own  a 10,000  square  foot  lot  (100  feet  by  100  feet)  plus  1/30 

I of  an  open  area  set  aside  within  the  development . Under  the  plans 

I submitted,  2.7  acres  would  be  used  for  streets,  11.95  acres  for  open 

I space,  6.89  acres  for  lots,  and  8.46  acres  for  condominiums. 

! 

i Thomas,  Dean  and  Hoskins  proposed  wells  with  four  to  six  users  each 

I as  the  water  supply  for  the  development.  Septic  tank  drainfield  systems 

or  vAmion  systems  were  proposed  for  sewage  treatment  and  disposal.  No 
wells  had  been  drilled  on  the  property,  but  a log  of  a well  on  the 
adjacent  Forsyth  Ranch  indicated  that  a well  95  feet  deep  producing  15 
gallons  per  minute  was  serving  the  ranch  facilities. 

Information  submitted  by  Thomas,  Dean  and  Hoskins  and  obtained  during 
on-site  reviews  by  department  personnel  indicated  several  conditions 
existed  in  the  Bridger  Bowl  area  vdiich  would  have  adverse  effects  on 
successful  operation  of  septic  tank  drainfield  systems  or  Armon  systems. 
Soils  appeared  to  be  completely  saturated  due  to  natural  runoff  during 
extended  periods  each  year,  soil  systems  appear  shallow  with  near  surface 
bedrock  in  evidence  in  many  locations,  a great  deal  of  the  terrain  is  too 
steep  for  such  systems,  and  net  evaporation  appears  to  be  nil  making 
evaporation  schemes  unfeasible.  A review  of  the  above  conditions  lead 
to  the  department  to  reject  the  septic  tank  drainfield  and  Armon  system 
proposal  and  recommend  that  a central  sewage  collection,  treatment  and 
disposal  system  be  considered. 
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During  the  initial  phases  of  the  development,  the  following  two  events 
were  also  taking  place: 

1.  The  Bridger  Canyon  Property  Owners  Association  was  developing  planning 
and  zoning  for  the  Bridger  Canyon,  and, 

2.  llic  drainfield  system  serving  the  Bridger  Bowl  ski  facilities  failed. 

'Hie  results  of  the  planning  and  zoning  efforts  indicated  that  high  density 
development  in  the  Bridger  Bowl  area  was  probable  and  further  information 
obtained  by  Morrison-Maierle,  Inc.,  in  an  attempt  to  provide  new  sewage 
disposal  facilities  for  Bridger  Bowl,  indicated  that  adequate  sewage  treat- 
ment and  disposal  in  this  area  is  a difficult  proposition. 

Because  two  significant  opposing  conditions  appeared  probable;  that  is, 
high  density  development  in  an  area  where  existing  conditions  make 
adequate  sewage  treatment  and  disposal  very  difficult  if  not  impossible 
and/or  economically  unfeasible,  the  department  took  a position  that  no 
sanitary  restrictions  would  be  removed  from  any  proposed  development  in 
the  Bridger  Bowl  area  until  a master  plan  was  available  which  provided 
possible  solutions  to  the  difficult  sewage  disposal  problems  in  the  area. 

In  response  to  the  department's  decision,  an  effort  was  made  to  foim  a 
rural  improvement  district  in  the  Bridger  area  to  finance  an  overall  study 
of  the  sewage  disposal  problems  in  the  high  density  area.  To  date,  there 
has  been  no  general  agreement  among  the  property  owners  in  the  Bridger 
Bowl  area  about  the  need  for  an  RID;  consequently,  there  has  been  no 
district  formed.  With  the  debate  continuing  on  the  rural  improvanent 
district,  Bridger  Pines  co-owner,  Robert  Allerdyce  took  it  on  himself  to 
finance  an  engineering  report  on  sewage  treatment  and  disposal  for 
the  entire  Bridger  Bowl  high  density  area.  The  report  was  prepared  by 
Thomas,  Dean  and  Hoskins,  Inc.,  and  was  published  in  August  1973.  The 
report  considers  several  alternatives  for  sewage  treatment  and  disposal 
to  serve  all  present  and  future  needs  in  the  area  zoned  for  high 
density  use.  For  information  purposes,  a considerable  portion  of  the 
report  will  be  included  in  the  following  paragraphs. 

Projected  Population  and  Sewage  Flows  for  the  Intensive  Use  Areas 

The  following  use  projection  and  design  criteria  was  prepared  by  Berg 
and  Graybul,  architects  and  planners,  for  the  Bridger  Canyon  Property 
Owners  Association. 

1.  3 people  per  residential  unit  at  75%  occupancy  during  skiing  season. 

2.  80  gals,  per  day  per  residence. 

3.  1972-73  peak  load  for  one  day  - 3,000  skiers. 

19XX  peak  load  per  one  day  - 8,500  skiers. 

% increase  - 283.33% 
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4.  1971-72  skier  days  - 160,000 
19XX  skier  days  - 453,300 

*!,  increase  - 283.33^ 

5.  1972-73  average  nuriber  full  time  employees  - 45 

19XX  average  number  of  full  t une  einjiloyees  - 100 

6.  1972  fixture  units  - 26 
19XX  fixture  units  - 75 
I increase  - 288.45^ 

7.  Average  skier  days  - 120 

453,300/120  equals  3,777  skiers  average  per  season 

8.  Formula  for  ski  area  requiranents  based  on  U.  S.  Department  of 
Interior  report: 

Water  use  in  gallons  per  day  equals  1.73  x number  of  full  time 
employees  x number  of  fixture  units  plus  3.07  x total  skiers  to  area 
per  day  equals  24,570  gals,  per  day. 

9.  Three  lounge  restaurants  in  the  conmercial  area  with  200  cust oners 
per  day  at  7 gals,  per  day  equals  4,200  gals,  per  day. 

10.  Ihree  stores  in  the  conmercial  area  with  8 employees  at  15  gals,  per 
day  equals  360  gals,  per  day. 

11.  One  50  unit  motel  in  the  commercial  area  with  4 onployecs,  170  fix- 
ture units,  and  an  average  occupancy  of  75  people  per  day  during  the 
ski  season.  Water  use  in  gallons  equals  1.73  x 4 x 170  plus  72  x 

75  equals  6,576  gals,  per  day. 

Based  on  the  above  criteria,  the  sewage  flows  for  the  ultimate  developnent 
would  be  as  follows: 


TABLE  NO.  1 - SEWAGE  FLOWS 

Estimated 
Sewage  Flow 
gpd 

AVERAGE  WINTER  FLOW  (4  months) 

Housing  development  (965  living  units)  - 75%  occupied  173,700 

Bridger  Bowl  (100  employees)  12,975 

(3,777  skiers)  11,595 

Commercial  11,136 


Total  Average  Winter 


209,406 
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Estimated 
Sewage  Flow 
g£d 


MAXrMIW  DAY  l-'LCM 

Housing  development  (965  living  units) -100%  occupied 
Bridger  Bowl  (100  employees) 


217,125 

12,975 

26,095 

11,136 


(8,500  skiers) 


Camnercial 


Total  Maximum  Day 


267,331 


AV111A(;E  SiMABl  FLOW  (8  months) 

Housing  development  (965  living  units) -50%  occupied 

Bridger  Bowl  - closed 

Commercial 


115,800 

None 

11,136 


Total  Average  Summer 


126,936 


AVERAGE  ANNUAL  FLOW  - 209,406  x _4  + 126,936  x _8  = 


154,419 


12 


12 


Sewage  Treatment  and  Disposal 

Utilizing  the  above  projected  population  and  flow  information,  Thomas,  Dean 
and  Hoskins,  Tnc.  considered  several  possible  methods  of  treatment  and 
disposal  of  wastewater  to  meet  minimum  state  standards.  The  following 
was  taken  from  the  engineering  report. 

’’One  method  considered  was  the  standard  lagoon  concept  with  total  re- 
tention. 'Ihis  concept  is  not  practicable  for  development  within  the 
Bridger  Bowl  area  due  to  restrictions  of  land  available,  the  steep  slope 
characteristics  of  the  area,  and  the  extremely  low  evaporation  rate. 

Another  method  considered  was  that  of  aerated  lagoons  with  winter  re- 
tention of  approximately  240  days.  Ultimate  disposal  would  be  by  spray 
irrigation.  We  checked  the  available  land  within  the  immediate  area 
and  found  that  the  only  possible  land  was  U.  S.  Forest  Service  land  or  the 
ski  lift  area  itself.  Both  areas  are  too  steep  and  are  too  restrictive 
in  size  to  allow  plant  growth  during  the  short  growing  season.  Pumping 
against  such  severe  heads  would  be  costly  and  unreliable. 

The  next  solution  considered  was  to  utilize  areas  downstream  from  the  ski 
area  for  a spray  field  and  treatment  facility.  There  are  only  two  areas 
of  suitable  slope,  plant  growth,  and  adequate  size  within  the  distance 
of  approximately  three  miles.  The  availability  of  these  areas  was 
checked.  The  owner  will  not  consider  putting  the  facilities  on  his 
land  because  the  best  land  use  has  not  been  established  at  this  time  and 
the  facility  could  be  detrimental  to  the  effective  development  of  his  land. 
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Another  metliod  of  disposal  considered,  with  no  discharge  to  the  Bridger 
Creek,  was  the  total  hauling  of  sewage  from  the  site.  Raw  sewage  could 
be  hauled  or  some  degree  of  treatment  could  be  provided  prior  to  hauling. 
Tlie  method  of  hauling  would  be  restricted  to  sealed  tanks  and  the  systan 
would  have  to  provide  adequate  storage  capacity  and  adequate  transport 
etiuipmcnt  to  insure  a condition  of  no  discharge  into  the  streajii.  In 
addition  to  hauling  tliere  would  ho  a treatment  facility  at  the  disposal 
site,  at  some  location  other  tlwin  Bridger  Bowl,  which  would  have  to 
meet  the  rctiui rement s of  the  State  Deiiartment  of  Health  ;md  fnvironmental 
Sciences  for  that  area.  A system  at  a remote  location  could  be  con- 
structed to  provide  no  discharge. 

Construction  of  a conventional,  primary,  and  secondary  sewage  treatment 
plant  would  not  meet  the  effluent  quality  requirements,  and,  therefore, 
cannot  be  considered  adequate.* 

To  provide  an  effluent  of  quality  equal  to  the  Bridger  Creek  would  require 
a secondary  plant  plus  nutrient  removal.  Two  basic  concepts  have  been 
evaluated  under  this  alternate.  The  first  concept  would  be  the  use  of  a 
surge  tank  which  would  have  the  effect  of  leveling  the  weekend  load  to 
a more  uniform  average  daily  flow  throughout  the  week.  This  surge  tank 
would  be  followed  by  an  extended  aeration  system  which  would  have  the 
effect  of  nitrification  of  the  ammonia  as  well  as  the  normal  considerations 
of  BCW  and  suspended  solids  removal.  The  aeration  plant  would  be 
followed  by  clar Lficat Lon,  chemical  precipitation  for  phosphate  removal, 

.'ind  filtration  for  ultimate  clarification  of  the  contact  basin  effluent. 
Chlorination  would  follow  the  filtration  whore  the  colifonn  reduction 
rc(iuircmcnts  could  be  satisfied  as  well  as  additional  nitrogen  could 
be  converted  to  chloramines.  Tollowing  the  chlorination,  carbon  coltmins 
would  be  utilized  to  remove  the  minute  carry-over  and  BOD  demand.  This 
would  also  remove  the  chloramines.  Following  the  carbon  columns,  a small 
tank  would  provide  aeration  to  buff  off  chlorine  and  develop  a suitable 
dissolved  oxygen  content  in  the  effluent. 

A second  concept  considered  for  nutrient  removal  again  used  a surge  tank 
and  extended  aeration  to  level  the  flows  throughout  the  week.  The  ex- 
tended aeration  system  would  be  followed  by  a membrane  filtration  unit. 

The  membrane  filtration  unit  would  remove  BOD  in  excess  of  99%,  remove 
all  settleable  solids  and  suspended  solids,  and  thus  reduce  the  total 
solids.  The  membrane  unit  would  also  reduce  the  total  alkalinity  of  the 
sewage.  Following  the  membrane  unit  would  be  ion  exchange  columns  for 
removal  of  the  phosphates  and  the  nitrates,  magnesium,  sodium,  and 
natural  chlorites.  The  table  of  parameters,  (Table  2)  shows  the  estimated 
character  of  the  sewage,  the  recorded  characteristics  of  Bridger  Creek, 
the  anticipated  results  from  an  extended  aeration  precipitation  system. 


*Any  discharge  to  a surface  stream  in  this  area  must  meet  the  requirements 
of  the  state's  policy  of  non -degradation  of  high  quality  waters. 
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aiid  the  extended  ion  excliange  system. 

Of  the  two  mechanical  t>^')e  treatment  plants  considered,  the  ion  excliange 
wi:)uld  provide  a bettor  degree  of  treatment  and  would  he  more  reliable  in 
operat ion. 

Nonnally,  in  large  plants,  the  extended  aeration  precipitation  system  is 
more  economical  to  operate  than  the  ion  exchange  system.  However,  in  a 
small  plant  of  this  nature,  the  difference  in  the  two  systems  would  be 
relatively  small.  The  principal  increase  in  cost  in  the  ion  exchange 
system  is  for  regeneration.  Of  the  total  flow  for  the  ion  exchange, 

7%  is  brine  \diich  must  be  handled  separately  for  disposal.  However, 
the  aeration  precipitation  system  has  considerably  more  sludge,  which 
presents  more  problems  in  disposal  than  the  brine.  Sludge  tends  to  re- 
tain the  water  and  takes  a much  larger  area  for  disposal  by  evaporation. 

There  is,  of  course,  a much  greater  amount  of  residue  frem  the  sludge  than 
from  the  brine.  We  would  propose  to  use  lagoons  located  at  an  alternate 
site  away  from  the  recreation  area  for  disposal  of  both  sludge  and  the  brine. 
Hauling  would  be  required. 

We  estimate  that  the  operating  cost  of  the  ion  exchange  system  would  be 
apiiroximately  10?.  higher  than  for  the  extended  aeration  precipitation 
system.  However,  of  the  two  mechanical  type  treatment  plants,  we 
recoimnend  the  ion  exchange  because  it  would  provide  a better  degree  of 
treatment  which  would  meet  the  requiranents  of  the  State  and  Federal 
regulatory  agencies." 


Table  2 is  on  the  following  page. 


Figure  1 shows  the  schematic  flow  diagrams  for  the  types  of  sewage  treat- 
ment systems  that  were  given  final  consideration  for  the  Bridget  Bowl 
area  in  the  engineering  report. 
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Extended  Air  Extended  Ai: 
Estimated  Bridger  Creek  Precipitation  Ion  Exchang( 

Parameter  Sewage  Maximum  Minimum  Finished  Eff.  Finished  Ef: 
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Plants  to  be  sized  with  2 units  equal  to  1/4  the  average  average  winter  flow 
and  1 unit  equal  to  1/2  the  average  winter  flow.  ^ ^ 

125, ()()()  gpd  Average  Annual  ---  209,500  gpd  Average  Winter  --- 
267,551  gpti  M;L\imuiii  Winter 


Influent 


Surge 

Aeration  ^ 

Tank 

’ Clarification 

•iXTENDliD  AERATION  - CIIIMICAL  PRECIPITATION 

Chlorine 


2 Day 

Maximum 

Winter 


Sludge 

z: 


Ghanical 

Precipitation 


-Lime  - Alum 
— 1 Backwash 


Air 


Gravity 

Carbon 

^ chlorine 

""Filters 

Columns 

Buffer 

Effluent 


Sludge 

Holding 


Waste  Carbon 
Haul  to  Landfill 


Influent 


t/Truck  Haul  to  Disposal  Lagoon 

EXTENDED  AERATION  - MBIBRANE  FILTRATION  - ION  EXCHANGE 

Regenerating 
Agent  J 


Surge 

1 

Membrane 

Tank 

Aeration  | ^ 

Filtration 

2 Day 

Maximum 

Winter 


Sludge 


Brine 

Holding 

T 


Brine 


j Chlorine 


Ion 

Chlorine 

Exchange 

Buffer 

Efflu 


Truck  Haul  to  Disposal  Lagoon 
TOTAL  HAULING  OF  SEWAGE  TO  PLANT  OR  LAGOON 


Air 


Holding 

Tank 


750,000  gal. 


Truck  Haul 


Plant 

or 

Lagoon 


'IGURE  1 


In  their  report,  Thomas,  Dean  and  Hoskins  recommended  against  treatment  of 
sewage  on  the  site,  primarily  because  of  the  lower  construction  cost  of 
haling  sewage  to  evaporation  lagoons  in  remote  areas.  Figures  2 5 and  4 
show  the  construction  costs  of  the  three  options.  Costs  are  based  on 
August  1973  construction  costs. 
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DISPOSAL  BY  HAULING  ENTIRE  FLOW  TO  A REMOTE  LAGOON 

COLLECTION  AREA 


Structure 

8,000 

S.F. 

$ 160,000 

Mechanical  Equipment 

30,000 

Piping 

10,000 

Building  Electrical 

5,000 

Yard  Piping 

2,000 

Yard  Electrical 

2,000 

Site  Work 

10,000 

2 Trucks  and  Trailers 

56,000 

Excavation 

120,000 

C.Y. 

120,000 

Piping 

600 

L.F. 

4,800 

Structures 

3 

EA. 

4,500 

Fencing 

4,800 

L.F. 

12,000 

Roadway 

5,000 

Land 

40 

Acres 

12,000 

Seeding 

10 

Acres 

1,000 

Seal  (Bentonite) 

1,000 

Tons 

40,000 

$ 474,300 

+18^  Engineering,  Legal, 
and  Contingency 

, Administrative 

85,374 

$ 559,674 

FIGURE  2 
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SlIWAGP  'IREATMIiNT  PI  ANT 
MIRATION- ION  EXQIANGIMDTM.  FLOW 


lliilding  14,000  S.F. 

$ 224,000 

Treatment  Equipment 

487,500 

Brine  Storage 

15,000 

Brine  Lagoon 

15,000 

Plant  Piping 

50,000 

Plant  Electrical 

50,000 

Yard  Piping 

10,000 

Yard  Electrical 

10,000 

Auxiliary  Power 

72,000 

Truck  and  Tank 

25,000 

Fence  and  Site 

15,000 

Well 

2,000 

Subcontractor  Costs 

74,600 

+18%  Engineering,  Legal,  Administrative 
and  Contingency 

$1,050,100 

189,018 

$1,239,118 


FIGURE  3 
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Building 

SEWAGE  TREAlMF^Nr  PIJVM' 
Al-MTTON  - PRECIPITATION 

20,000  S.F. 

$ 320,000 

Treatment  Equipment 

450,000 

Sludge  Holding  Tank 

7,500 

Sludge  Lagoon 

10,000 

Plant  Piping 

60,000 

Plant  Electrical 

60,000 

Yard  Piping 

10,000 

Yard  Electrical 

10,000 

Auxiliary  Power 

30,000 

I'ruck  ;ind  limk 

15,000 

Fence  and  Site 

15,000 

Well 

2,000 

Subcontractor  Costs 

87,400 

+18%  Engineering,  ] 

Legal,  Administrative 

$1,076,900 

and  Contingency 

193,842 

$1,270,742 

FIGURE  4 
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Operating  costs  of  the  proposed  haulage  system  would  not  be  appreciably 
less  than  the  other  two  systons.  Figure  5 illustrates  Thomas,  Dean  and 
Hoskins  cost  estimates  of  the  three  systems. 


Disposal  by  hauling  entire  flow  to  a remote  lagoon: 

Power  $ 50 

Hauling  (including  truck  maintenance 

and  truck  drivers)  5,833 

Lagoon  Operators  1,333 


Total  Operating  Cost 

$7,216 

The  extended  aeration -precipitation  syston  would  have 
approximate  monthly  operating  costs: 

the  following 

Power 

$ 864 

Chemical  Cost 

680 

Labor  Cost 

5,000 

Transportation  Cost 

350 

Total  Operating  Cost 

$6,894 

The  membrane- ion  exchange  system  would  have  the  following  approximate 

monthly  operating  costs: 

Power 

$2,600 

Chemical  Reagent  Cost 

425 

Operator  Cost 

3,000 

Wet  Hauling 

815 

Total  Operating  Cost 

$6,840 

FIGURE  5 

"These  costs  will  be  less,  based  on  the  acceptability  of  first  phase  con- 
struction to  satisfy  the  needs.  We  believe  that  the  operator  time  required 
for  the  ion  exchange  plant  would  be  less  than  the  time  neces'^ary  to 
properly  operate  and  monitor  the  chanical  plant."  ^ 

Operating  estimates  as  described  above  indicate  the  cost  of  hauling 
would  be  $86,592  annually  whereas  the  cost  of  ion  exchange  treatment 
would  be  $94,080.  The  cost  of  the  extended  aeration  precipitation  system 
would  be  $82,728  annually.  The  engineer  states  in  the  report,  "Although 
the  latter  method  would  have  the  lowest  estimated  monthly  operating  cost, 
it  would  not  provide  the  reliability  of  operation  or  the  assurance  of  the 
proper  degree  of  treatment  as  would  either  of  the  other  two  methods. 
Therefore,  we  feel  that  an  extended  aeration  system,  chemical  precipitation 
method  should  not  be  used.  Initial  cost  would  favor  hauling  to  a remote 
lagoon  site  located  on  the  east  slopes  of  the  Bridger  range.  It  should  be 
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noted  that  the  road  from  Bridger  Bowl  to  this  area  is  designated  as 
secondary  highway  and  has  been  programmed  for  improvements,  including 
an  all-weather  paved  surface." 

Analysis  of  Sewage  Treatment  and  Disposal 

The  following  is  also  taken  from  the  engineering  report:  "Cost  estimates 
in  this  report  show  the  lowest  initial  costs  for  construction  would  be  the 
alternate  of  hauling  the  sewage  to  a remote  site  and  constructing  a total 
retention  lagoon  at  such  a site.  The  site  we  would  propose  to  use  would 
be  approximately  12  miles  northeast  of  the  Bridger  Bowl  area  across  the 
Battle  Ridge  pass.  The  location  would  be  on  the  Shields  River  drainage. 

By  locating  in  this  area,  the  evaporation  rates  would  be  much  greater  and 
land  would  be  readily  available.  Although  we  have  prepared  our  cost 
estimates  on  a total  retention  lagoon,  it  would  be  feasible  to  have  a 
smaller  lagoon  with  disposal  by  spray  irrigation  in  this  area.  The  im- 
provanents  that  would  be  needed  for  this  alternate  are  as  follows: 

The  sewage  would  be  collected  in  a holding  tank  at  the  location  shown  on 
the  plan  sheet  (Map  3).  The  tank  capacity  would  be  750,000  gallons.  The 
tank  would  be  eqpaipped  with  aeration  equipment,  canmunitors  and  leading 
pumps.  The  pumps  would  be  used  to  circulate  the  contents  of  the  tank. 

Two  7,500  gallon  tank  trucks  would  be  used  to  haul  the  sewage  to  a remote 
complete  retention  sewage  treatment  lagoon.  As  the  flow  increases,  an 
additional  truck  will  be  required  to  meet  the  requirements.  The  truck 
would  make  fran  eight  to  ten  trips  per  day." 

A representative  of  Thomas,  Dean  and  Hoskins,  Inc.  offered  the  following 
additional  comments  on  the  proposed  hauling  alternative: 

1.  'Fhe  proposed  location  of  a 750,000  gallon  holding  tank  was  approved 
by  both  the  current  owner  of  the  Flaming  Arrow  Ranch  and  by  the  party 
negotiating  to  buy  the  ranch. 

2.  Odor  from  the  tank  would  be  eliminated  or  minimized  by  aeration. 

3.  The  evaporation  lagoon  site  as  yet  is  undetermined;  however,  it  will 
require  approximately  160  acres  of  evaporation  ponds  to  dispose  of 
the  sewage  from  the  maximum  development  as  proposed. 

4.  It  would  be  15  to  20  years  before  it  becomes  necessary  to  use  the  7,500 
gallon  trucks,  by  which  time  the  engineers  expect  to  see  the  Battle 
Ridge  road  paved. 

5.  In  the  Shields  drainage,  it  might  be  possible  to  negotiate  with  the 
farmer  to  spray  irrigate  effluent  rather  than  evporate  it. 

The  engineering  report  makes  the  following  recommendations  relative  to 
interim  sewage  disposal  solutions  for  the  newly  developing  area: 

"It  is  recommended  that  the  design  of  the  plant  also  utilize  the  concept 
of  multiple  units  to  provide  for  flexibility  and  growth  as  well  as  operation. 
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I’o  accomplish  the  establishment  of  proper  design  parameters,  we  suggest 
that  the  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  allow 
temporary  facilities  to  serve  interim  development,  niese  facilities 
should  be  restricted  in  numbers  with  consideration  given  to  providing  one 
sewage  treatment  facility  for  two  or  three  cooperating  owners.  Tenporary 
treatment  facilities  should  be  restricted  to  total  retention  lagoons,  which 
are  sized  for  predeteimined  maximum  number  of  permitted  connections.  A 
developer  should  be  required  to  provide  guarantees  that  no  discharge 
shall  ever  flow  from  these  facilities  into  the  receiving  streams  and 
must  guarantee  that  should  the  facility  beccme  biologically  overloaded, 
no  further  development  within  the  area  served  by  the  lagoon  would  be  per- 
mitted. Should  the  lagoons  become  hydraulically  overloaded,  the  developer 
shall  either  restrict  the  development  within  the  area,  provide  transportation 
facilities  to  haul  the  treated  sewage  from  the  lagoon  for  final  disposal 
at  a site  acceptable  to  the  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental 
Sciences,  either  by  spray  irrigation  fran  tank  trucks  or  by  again  lagooning 
and  utilization  of  natural  evaporation.  The  developer  should  also  be 
ret|uired  to  remove  the  accumulation  of  snow  on  top  of  the  ice  formation 
of  the  lagoons  prior  to  spring  thaws  so  that  the  lagoons  will  receive 
only  domestic  sewage." 

Summaries  and  recommendations  of  the  engineering  report  state: 

"Ultimate  improvements  should  include  a holding  tank  facility,  sewage 
hauling  trucks  and  a sewage  treatment  lagoon  constructed  at  a remote 
location.  The  location  of  the  holding  tank  will  be  adjacent  to 
Bridger  Creek  at  an  approximate  elevation  of  5,770  feet  and  approximately 
1,000  feet  from  the  Flaming  Arrow  Ranch  buildings.  The  outfall  sewer 
should  be  at  a location  to  insure  proper  collection  for  all  developments 
within  the  Bridger  Bowl  area. 

We  recommend  that  the  private  property  owners  of  the  Bridger  Bowl  area 
request  the  county  ccmmissioners  to  take  such  action  as  is  necessary 
to  create  a rural  improvement  district  or  sanitary  sewer  district  to 
provide  and  maintain  sewage  treatment  facilities  as  described  above. 

We  recoTimend  that  the  county  commissioners  retain  an  engineer  to  assist 
in  preparing  the  documents  for  creation  of  this  district.  If  a mechancial 
plant  is  us^,  a program  of  monitoring  should  be  undertaken  to  establish 
design  parameters.  We  feel  that  the  state  should  issue  permits  for 
temporary  facilities  to  provide  for  the  orderly  developnent  of  the  area. 

We  recommend  that  the  county  commissioners  make  application  to  the 
State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  for  an  EPA  grant 
to  construct  the  outfall  sewer  and  sewage  treatment  facilities." 

Proposed  Interim  Sewage  Treatment  and  Disposal  Solution  for  Bridger  Pines 

Subdivision 


Along  with  the  recommended  proposal  for  hauling  sewage  from  the  high 
density  area,  Thomas,  Dean  and  Ifoskins  proposed  an  interim  scaled-down 
version  of  the  same  type  of  system  to  dispose  of  sewage  from  the 
Bridger  Pines  Subdivision.  Thomas,  Dean  and  Hoskins  describes  the 
proposed  sewage  hauling  system  for  Bridger  Pines  as  follows: 
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"Wc  have  designed  a lagoon  for  the  subdivision  based  on  60  living  units, 

7S  percent  occupancy  during  the  four  month  ski  season,  50  percent 
occupancy  during  the  other  eight  months,  and  per  capita  flow  of  80. 
llie  area  available  for  construction  of  this  facility  with  a minimum 
impact  on  trees,  will  permit  a surface  area  100  feet  by  200  feet.  The 
lagoon  is  proposed  to  operate  at  a maximim  depth  of  12  feet  with  a minimum 
depth  of  two  feet  and  storage  flexibility  of  ten  feet.  An  aerator  will 
be  provided  to  operate  when  the  depth  in  the  pond  exceeds  6.5  feet.  The 
lagoon  will  have  no  drain  and  dewatering  will  be  accomplished  by  pumping 
into  the  tank  truck.  The  side  slopes  will  be  3:1  on  the  inside  and  2:1 
on  the  outside.  The  top  width  of  the  dike  will  be  10  feet.  The 
lagoon  will  be  sealed  with  four  inches  of  compacted  clay  and  five  percent 
bentonite. 

The  lagoon  will  be  dewatered  by  hauling  the  liquid  to  a remote  site. 

As  the  housing  in  the  subdivision  develops,  the  required  number  of 
liaul  days  by  a 3,500  gallon  tank  truck  would  be  according  to  the 
following  table: 

UNITS  HAIL  DAYS  AT  SIX  LOADS  PER  DAY 


10 

17 

20 

36 

30 

61 

40 

86 

50 

112 

60 

137 

Sewage  would  be  collected  and  stored  in  the  lagoon  for  approximate 
periods  as  shown  in  the  following  table; 


UNITS  STORAGE  PERIODS 

10  October  through  September 

20  October  through  September 

30  November  through  March/ April  through  October 

40  November  through  March/ April  through  October 

50  December  through  February/March  through  August/ 

September  through  November 

60  December  through  February/March  through  August/ 

September  through  November 
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When  the  pond  becomes  filled,  the  sewage  will  be  pumped  into  the  tank 
tnick.  As  the  pond  aiiproaches  the  6.5  foot  level,  an  aerator  will  he 
used  to  provide  additional  treatment  and  odor  control.  Ihc  sewage  will 
be  hauled  to  a disposal  site  in  Section  5 and  6,  Township  2 South, 

Range  8 liast.  (Ihe  haul  routes  proposed  by  the  engineer  are  shown  on 
Map  4).  Shallow  ponds  will  be  provided  to  dispose  of  the  liquid  by 
evaporation.  The  ponds  will  be  18  inches  deep,  provide  a surface  area 
of  two  acres  for  each  million  gallons  hauled.  The  initial  construction 
would  provide  for  1,000,000  gallons,  which  is  estimated  to  be  adequate 
for  20  units.  Final  analysis  of  evaporation  rates  would  be  deteimined 
after  the  ponds  have  been  used  and  proper  adjustments  will  be  made  in 
sizing." 

The  following  additional  information  on  the  proposed  Bridger  Pines  systam 
was  provided  by  the  engineer: 

1.  Hauling  would  be  timed  to  coincide  with  favorable  road  conditions. 

2.  ITie  road  from  Interstate  90  to  the  evaporation  pond  currently  is  a 
farm  road,  which  would  be  upgraded  by  the  developers  if  hauling  is 
allowed. 

3.  Sections  5 and  6 in  the  area  proposed  for  disposal  lagoons  are  owned 
by  Chris  Christensen,  a co-owner  of  the  Bridger  Pines  Subdivision. 

4.  llie  land  proposed  for  the  evaporation  pond  currently  is  a mountain 
meadow  pasture.  The  existing  vegetation  is  grass.  There  are  no 
trees  on  the  site. 

5.  The  proposed  lagoon  in  the  subdivision  would  be  out  of  site  of  any 
buildings  in  the  subdivision. 

6.  The  sewer  outfalls  for  the  Bridger  Pines  system  would  be  located  so 
that  they  could  be  connected  eventually  to  whatever  central  system 
is  installed  for  all  developments  in  the  intensive  use  area. 

The  development  of  adequate  water  supply  to  serve  the  proposed  high  density 
development  of  the  Bridger  Bowl  ski  area  also  appears  to  be  a difficult 
problon.  There  is  some  doubt  about  how  much  groundwater  is  available 
in  the  area  and  surface  water  sources  also  appear  to  be  quite  limited. 

There  is  a feeling  that  lack  of  water  in  the  area  may  restrict  the  total 
development  of  the  intensive  use  area  to  a level  below  that  allowed  by 
the  zoning  ordinance.  For  example,  a publication  issued  by  Brelsford 
and  Associates,  industrial  and  engineering  consultants,  entitled  "A 
Hydrological  Evaluation  of  Maynard  Creek  Cutchment  Basin  in  the  Bridger 
Bowl  Ski  Area"  concludes  as  follows: 

"There  is  sufficient  water  available  to  supply  the  present  needs  of  the 
Bridger  Bowl  Ski  Area.  It  is  doubtful  that  sufficient  ground  water 
reserves  exist  in  the  upper  Bridger  Creek  drainage  to  allow  the  develop- 
ment of  the  allowable  condominium  complexes.  If  one  assumes  that  each 
condominium  unit  would  house  an  average  of  four  individuals  and  that  their 
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water  needs  would  be  between  80-100  gal/person/day,  the  development  of  800 
condominium  units  would  require  a water  supply  of  approximately  300,000 
gal/day.  In  order  to  meet  all  anticipated  demands,  the  ski  area  must 
have  on  the  order  of  25,000  gal/day.  Total  development  of  the  area 
would  necessitate  at  least  an  order  of  magnitude  more  water  than  we 
believe  is  present  under  natural  conditions. 

It  is  (luite  possible  that  developiient  at  the  Bridger  Bowl  Ski  Area  will 
never  reach  the  allowable  maximum  limits  for  reasons  other  than  those 
associated  with  the  physical  contraints  of  the  area.  However,  a 
significant  amount  of  money  has  already  been  invested  by  the  developers 
and  the  ski  area  alike  in  activities  associated  with  development  plans. 

It  is  felt  that  some  of  this  money  has  been  spent  needlessly  and  a few 
expenses  could  have  been  avoided  given  a clearer  pictures  of  the  physical 
nature  of  the  problems." 

The  state  has  recommended  on  several  occasions  to  the  various  land  owners 
in  the  Bridger  Bowl  area  that  a master  water  plan  be  developed  as  well  as 
a master  sewage  treatment  and  disposal  plan.  To  date,  the  department 
has  not  been  successful  in  persuading  the  land  owners  to  make  such  a 
plan. 

A central  water  system  is  proposed  for  the  Bridger  Pines  development. 

The  engineering  firm  proposes  that  wells  be  used  for  the  source  of  supply 
for  the  development.  Presently  one  well,  80  feet  deep  with  a reported 
capacity  of  25  gallons  per  minute,  has  been  drilled  and  will  be  used  in 
the  development.  Additional  drawdown  testing  is  to  be  performed  by  the 
engineer  to  aid  in  the  evaluation  of  tJie  actual  well  capacity.  Additional 
wells  would  be  developed  to  satisfy  future  demands.  A 20,000  gallon  water 
storage  tank  is  proposed  for  the  original  segment  of  the  development. 

Heat  in  the  subdivision  would  be  electric  supplemented  by  fireplaces. 

A commercial  trash  hauler  is  available  to  contract  for  removal  of 
solid  wastes  from  the  subdivision. 

All  utility  lines  would  be  underground. 

The  requirement  that  land  be  dedicated  as  public  park  was  waived  and 
the  proposed  dedication  of  11.95  acres  of  the  subdivision  as  open  area 
was  approved. 

Restrictive  covenants  have  been  prepared  to  prevent  unsightly  development 
and  facilities  within  the  subdivision. 


All  cut  and  fill  for  road  construction  has  been  completed.  Sane  con- 
dominiums have  already  been  constructed  in  apparent  violation  of 
Section  69-5003,  R.C.M.  1947  which  states,  "No  building  or  shelter  which 
necessitates  supplying  water  or  sewage  or  waste  disposal  facilities  for 
persons  shall  be  erected  until  the  sanitary  restriction  has  been  removed 
or  modified."  The  county  attorney  was  notified  of  the  apparent  violation; 
however,  the  county  attorney's  decision  was  to  not  take  action  until  an 
attempt  was  made  to  occupy  the  condominiums. 
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The  engineer  described  areas  as  generally  mountainous  ranging  in 
elevation  from  6,020  feet  to  6,200  feet.  Soils  are  glacial  till  and 
overlay  the  entire  development.  There  are  no  streams  flowing  through  the 
Bridger  Pines  area.  Tlie  land  is  generally  covered  with  heavy  timber. 

Slopes  in  the  subdivision  generally  range  from  10  percent  to  near  30  per- 
cent. To  minimize  sedimentation  problems  due  to  construction  activities, 
land  disturbance  should  be  avoided  in  the  steeper  areas  and  should  be 
carefully  controlled  in  other  areas. 

The  portions  of  the  Bridger  Canyon  zoning  ordinance  relative  to  the  high 
density  use  areas  surrounding  Bridger  Bowl,  including  the  Bridger  Pines 
Subdivision  is  attached  as  Appendix  A. 

Environmental  Impacts 

The  impact  of  total  development  of  the  high  density  area  could  be 
significant  in  terms  of  materials  used,  energy  requirements  and  other 
stresses  on  the  local  environment.  Estimated  energy  demands  for  the 
three  sewage  treatment  and  disposal  alternatives  proposed  for  ultimate 
development  of  the  entire  high  density  area  are  as  follows: 

Method  1 - Hauling  — A maximum  of  96  gallons  of  diesel  fuel  daily 
plus  a small  amount  of  electricity. 

Method  2 - Extended  Aeration-Precipitation  — Up  to  300  kilowatt  hours 
daily. 

Method  3 - Menbrane-Ion  Exchange  — Up  to  900  kilowatt  hours  daily. 

The  following  impacts  generally  relate  to  development  of  the  60  units  for 
Bridger  Pines  Subdivision;  however,  it  should  be  realized  that  these 
impacts  can  be  expected  to  increase  as  development  of  the  high  density 
area  proceeds. 

Development  of  the  Bridger  Pines  Subdivision  in  an  area  already  intensively 
used  should  not  have  much  effect  on  wildlife,  most  of  which  probably 
has  long  since  left  the  area.  Correspondence  fron  the  Fish  and  Game 
Department  did  not  indicate  any  impacts  on  fish  and  game  would  result 
fron  development  of  Bridger  Pines.  It  is  possible,  however,  that  there 
might  be  some  impact  on  wildlife  during  construction  of  large  evaporation 
lagoons  in  the  mountain  meadow  areas. 

There  would  be  no  contamination  of  ground  or  surface  waters  from  the 
sewage  treatment  and  disposal  systems  providing  the  state  standards 
are  met. 

Some  sedimentation  problms  could  arise  if  extreme  care  is  not  taken  to 
minimize  ground  disturbances  during  construction. 

Some  air  pollution  would  result  from  gravel  roads  in  the  summer  and  from 
the  use  of  fireplaces  in  the  winter. 


Page  19 


The  use  of  electric  heat  could  generate  several  negative  effects  beyond 
the  boundary  of  the  subdivision.  Montana  Power  Company  reports  that  each 
condominium  would  use  six  to  eight  kilowatts  at  peak  and  each  house 
about  ten  kilowatts.  The  present  transmission  line  to  the  area  handles 
about  1,500  kilovolt  amperes  at  peak  and  has  a capacity  of  about  2,500 
kilovolt  amperes.  The  peak  load  of  all  60  units  at  Bridger  Pines  would 
demand  about  537  kilovolt  amperes  which  does  not  exceed  the  capacity  of 
the  existing  line.  Elsewhere,  however,  such  additional  demands  for  power 
could  result  in  increasing  the  need  for  construction  of  coal -burning 
power  plants,  resulting  in  additional  use  of  water,  land  and  degradation 
of  air  quality.  Since  the  developer  expects  these  units  to  be  as  second 
homes,  they  will  increase  the  energy  use  of  buyers  who  maintain  two  homes. 

The  central  sewage  treatment  disposal  system  proposed  for  Bridger  Pines; 
that  is,  holding  pond  proposed  at  Bridger  Pines  with  truck  hauling  of  sewage 
to  the  Christensen  property  for  final  disposal,  should  have  little  impact 
on  the  environment;  however,  if  the  hauling  method  is  used,  there  might 
be  increased  traffic  hazards  and  a potential  pollution  problem  or  nuisance 
problem  should  tank  trucks  hauling  sewage  be  involved  in  traffic  accidents. 

There  should  be  no  impact  on  schools  as  the  residents  of  the  area  are 
expected  to  be  temporary  on  a seasonal  basis. 

There  is  yet  no  provision  for  fire  protection  in  the  subdivision. 
Short-term/Long- term  Comparisons 

The  increased  demand  placed  upon  energy  and  material  sources  by  second 
home  developments  seems  out  of  line  with  the  voluntary  restrictions  of 
energy  demand  recently  asked  for  by  President  Nixon.  If  mandatory 
restraints  are  applied,  second  home  developments  should  have  the  lowest 
priority. 

Irreversible  Commitment  of  Resources 


Energy  and  materials  used  to  satisfy  the  needs  of  this  development  can- 
not be  used  elsewhere.  There  would  be  some  loss  of  grazing  and  other 
land  uses  at  the  sewage  treatment  plant  sites  and  disposal  sites, 
especially  if  large  evaporation  ponds  are  utilized.  However,  this  could 
be  reclaimed. 

Alternatives  Available  to  the  Department 

The  impact  statement  addresses  problems  relating  both  to  the  ultimate 
development  being  proposed  for  the  high  density  area  as  well  as  those 
relating  to  the  Bridger  Pines  Subdivision.  The  developers  of  the 
Bridger  Pines  Subdivision  have  requested  the  department  to  approve  the 
proposed  central  water  and  sewer  collection,  treatment  and  disposal 
systems  proposed.  After  reviewing  information  available  on  the  proposal, 
the  department  must  either  approve  or  disapprove  this  proposal. 
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Information  and  comments  received  during  the  review  period  of  this 
impact  statement  could  have  significant  effect  on  the  department's 
decision.  The  department  has  required  that  any  interim  sewage  systems 
built  in  the  high  density  area  must  be  capable  of  reliably  preventing 
contamination  of  ground  or  surface  water  while  operating  alone  and 
must  be  designed  such  that  they  could  function  as  a component  of  a central 
sewage  system  that  is  eventually  expected  to  serve  the  entire  high 
density  area.  Three  alternatives  proposed  for  sewage  treatment  and 
disposal  are  proposed  for  the  total  high  density  development.  The 
systQTi  suggested  for  Bridger  Pines  could  fit  into  any  of  the  proposed 
alternatives . 

lliere  is  little  doubt  that  a systan  for  Bridger  Pines  involving  truck 
transportation  of  sewage  could  be  developed  to  meet  standards  relating 
to  collection,  treatment  and  disposal  of  domestic  wastewater.  Before 
preparation  of  this  statement,  a great  deal  of  negative  comment  was 
received,  most  of  which  related  to  the  fact  that  people  did  not  want 
heavy  trucks  on  the  Bridger  Canyon  road.  The  department  has  no  control 
of  the  type  of  vehicles  allowed  on  roads  and  highways.  It  is  hoped 
that  those  agencies  having  jurisdiction  will  clearly  state  their 
position  regarding  this  matter  as  comment  on  this  impact  statanent. 

As  both  water  supply  and  sewage  treatment  and  disposal  present  unusually 
difficult  problems  in  this  area,  the  department  intends  to  remove  sanitary 
restrictions  only  as  specific  water  sources  and  sewage  treatment  disposal 
facilities  are  provided.  Strict  limitations  will  be  imposed  on  the  number 
of  units  that  can  utilize  any  specific  facility. 

Tlie  department  will  also  exercise  all  powers  available  to  insure  that  as 
development  proceeds  in  the  Bridger  Bowl  area,  one  central  sewage  collection, 
treatment  and  disposal  system  will  be  developed  and  that  available  water 
sources  will  not  be  over -used. 

Comments 


Before  preparation  of  this  statement,  letters  were  written  to  various 
concerned  persons  in  the  Bozeman  area  requesting  their  views  of  the 
proposed  hauling  system  for  the  total  development.  The  response  was 
almost  entirely  negative,  and  the  county  health  department  ruled  against 
the  idea.  Nevertheless,  as  was  previously  mentioned,  a system  involving 
truck  haulage  of  sewage  could  be  developed  to  meet  state  standards  for 
collection,  treatment  and  disposal  of  wastewater.  It  is  hopeful  that 
agencies  with  control  of  roadway  traffic  will  clear  up  this  controvery 
during  review  of  this  impact  statement. 

The  department  does  not  intend  to  make  decisions  relative  to  the  specific 
alternatives  proposed  for  sewage  treatment  and  disposal  for  the  ultimate 
development.  More  specific  decisions  will  be  made  as  development  in 
the  area  proceeds. 
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It  should  be  noted  that  the  Bridger  Pines  Subdivision  is  in  an  area 
zoned  for  recreation  and  forestry  and  planned  unit  development.  Al- 
though Bridger  Pines  was  filed  before  the  zoning  ordinance  went  into 
effect,  Lt  appears  to  meet  all  requirements  of  a planned  unit  develop- 
ment acconling  to  the  Gallatin  County  planning  office.  Itie  stipulation 
of  the  recreation  and  forestry  and  planned  unit  development  zones  are 
given  in  Appendix  A. 


This  impact  statement  prepared  by  Daniel  Vichorek,  Technical  Writer 
for  the  Environmental  Sciences  Division  frem  information  submitted  by 
the  developer  and  Thomas,  Dean  and  Hoskins,  Inc.,  consulting  engineers. 
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i’orlioiiL.  of  Uie  BrLdi.’,er  Gauyoii  Zoning  Oruinaace  relevant  to  the  Bridger  Pino: 
Vfeubdivis ion 


SECTION  6 RECREATION  AND  FORESTRY  DISTRICT  ( RFj 

6.  1 Intent : The  Gallatin  Coanty  Beard  of  Comar.&si  eners  tinds  that 

recreation  and  forestry  are  leisure  t'.T^e  and  e , .apar  lonal  pursuits 
important  to  the  economy  of  Bridger  Cany. a Because  ot  the  high 
rate  of  population  growth  and  accompanying  residential  subdivision 
development,  and  be  ause  the  amtun'-.  ct  lc..od  suifabie  ior  recreation 
and  forestry  is  limited  due  to  the  Canyin’s  geographical  location, 
climate  and  topography,  this  Board  finds  that  rhere  is  a need  to 
preserve  existing  developed  and  undeveloped  ce.ceacion  and  forest 
lands  from  unplanned  residential.,  commerc. : a I and  industrial  devel- 
opment by  enacting  this  d:srclcc 


6.  2 Uses  Allowed  as  a Matter  of  Right:  One  s ,ngl£-famiiy  detached  dwelling 
on  each  40-acre  parcel  Growing  and  b^r'esting  or  timber  and  other 
forest  products  and  related  activities,  in  lud’ng  logging  and  all 
operations  incidental  to  and  eorinected  therewith,  toad  building, 
truck  hauling;  crop  farming  and  harve^r^ng;  forest  stations  and 
lookouts,  grazing;  riding  and  baking  rrt.fs:  .-cables  and  orrals  ; 
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public  and  private  plavgrouud?  and  p^rka,  [.  inic  areas,  public  utility 
bul.ldingv9,  structures  and  uses;  srrurturei  a:ces?ory  tc  any  use 
listed  above,  net  over  60  itc  lin- r m area  ippurtenant  to 

any  use  allowed  hr  rein. 

6.  3 Uses  Permitted  After  Securing  Approval  el  a Condrtlonal  Use  Permit: 
Development  and  processing  of  natural  resources,  ln:iuding  lumber 
mills,  logging  ramps,  mines  and  mining  sctu^cures,  agriculture 
processing  plants;  stands  for  the  sale  or  products  produced  on 
premises;  campgrounds;  seasonal  cec  r ca:  i vis  1 camp^^ites;  golf  courses; 
driving  ranges,  ski  tow  facilities;  pack  star  ions;  airports;  guest 
ranches;  commercial  snowmobile  f3cilitie=;  scruccutes  and  uses 
accessory  to  the  uses  listed  herein. 

6.  4 Similar  Uses:  Uses  which  in  the  cpinion  or  the  Board  of  Commissioners 
are  similar  to  6,2  and  6.3  above  may  be  permirisd  rhetein. 

6 . 5 Height,  Yard  and  Area  Requirements: 

a)  Maximum  height,  limit  lor  res  I deni  i ai  -ttu^rures  shall  be 
thirty-five  (35)  iect 

b)  Parcel  width  for  this  district  shall  not  be  less  than  six- 
hundred  and  sixty  (660)  feet  A lesser  ain.iunt  ?!  [i.-ifcel  width 
may  be  a[)proved  by  variance  assuming  ssstgurd  intent  ot  the 
ordinance  is  being  carried  out • 

Parcel  size  shall  not  be  less  than  forty  (40)  acres  In  the 
event  a parcel  is  slightly  less  than  the  .mcnimum  size,  a 
rounding-off  of  the  figure  is  permitted  Example: 

minimum  parcel  size  = ^*0  acres 
actual  parcel  survey  ^ 3^  acres 
i-DU  would  be  allowed  by  rounding 
the  acreage  off  to  40  acres. 

c)  Minimum  setback  for  all  buildings  and  structures  shall  be 
twenty-five  (25)  feet  t c om  any  property  luit  or  fifty  (50) 
feet  from  the  centeritne  of  any  public  road,  whichever  is 
the  greater  distance 

d)  In  Ski  Base  Development,  commercial  district  shall  have  a 
maximum  area  allotment  not  to  ex.eed  live  (5)  acres- 
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6 . 6 Parking  Regu i remg o c. ~ : 

a)  Ski  tows:  Off-srreer.  packing  ihall  be  req'’i:6d  pucsnaac  to  the 
following  forma  La: 

B X C 

5000  where: 

A •=  Required  Parking 

B = Vertical  Capacity  of  Ski  Lift  rioility  n teet 

C = Capacity  of  Lift  Facility,  In 
persons  per  hour 

For  ski  lift  facilities  enlarged  subsequent  to  the  effective 
date  of  this  section,  parking  under  the  tormula  need  he 
provided  only  for  such  increased  capicity 

b)  Commercial  uses  shall  provide  one  (,1*  off-street  parking 
space  for  each  two  hundred  (200)  square  feet  of  gross  floor 
area. 

c)  Two  (2)  off-street  parking  spaces  for  each  residential  unit. 

d)  Parking  required  for  other  uses  shall  be  as  set  forth  by  the 
Gallatin  County  Zoning  Enforcement  Agent  subject  to  appeals 
as  outlined  herein. 


SECTION  8 PLANNED  UNIT  DEVELOPMENT 


8.  1 Intent:  This  district,  to  be  used  in  combination  with  other 

district.  Is  adopted  for  the  following  reasons 

a)  So  that  greater  opportunities  for  better  housing  and  recreation 
may  extend  to  all  citizens  and  residents  of  this  zone 

b)  To  euoot'r^jge  i (noie  efClclt.at  use  of  loo'’  1 ol  public  services, 

or  private  services  in  Lieu  tht:re'.ii  md  to  rtllect  changes  in 
the  technology  of  land  development  so  that  resulting  economies 
may  enure  to  the  benefit  of  those  who  need  homes 

c)  To  provide  a procedure  which  can  relate  the  type,  design,  and 
layout  of  residential  development  to  the  particular  demand 
for  housing  at  the  time  of  development  in  a manner  consistent 
with  the  preservation  of  agriculttir  al  and  property  values 
within  established  residential  or  agricultural  areas o 

d)  To  provide  an  alcernati''’e  procedure  under  which  land  may  be 
developed  by  transfer  of  permitted  dwelling  c-alts  to  locations 
suited  to  such  use  and  retaining  his  remaining  Land  for  ag- 
riculture or  commit  it  for  common  ownerwhip  of  the  owners  of 
said  dwelling  units. 

8.  2 Special  Definitions: 


a)  Common  Open  Space:  A parcel  or  parcels  of  land,  or  an  area  of 
water,  or  a combination  of  Land  and  water  within  the  site 
designated  for  a Planned  Unit  Development  and  designated  and 
Intended  for  the  use  or  enjoyment  cf  residents  of  the  Planned 
Unit  Development  Common  open  space  may  cenr-jia  complementary 
structures  and  improvements  as  are  necerS^tty  and  appropriate 
for  the  benefit  and  enjoyment  of  lesidents  ot  the  Planned 
Unit  Development  > 
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b)  1 and  owner : The  legal  at  bene::  i::  3 i owaef  or  owners  ot  all  of 
the  land  p-oposed  t:  be  Included  .n  a blamed  Unic  Development. 
The  holder  an  option  or  •’nt.'tcr  'o  purchase,  a lessee  hao'ing 
a remaining  term  of  not  le^s  fhan  iweni v (20)  years,  or  other 
persons  having  an  enforceciblc  proprietary  interest  in  such 
land,  shall  lie  deemed  to  be  a landowner  for  the  purpose  of 
these  provisions 

Plan : The  pro-isioas  for  development  w a Planned  Unit 

Development,  Including  a plat  of  subdivision,  all  covenants 
relating  to  use,  location  and  bulk  of  buildings  and  other 
structures,  intensity  of  use  or  density  of  de  eiipment,  streets, 
ways  and  parking  facilities-  The  phrase  "pro-isions  of  the 
plan”,  when  used  in  these  p ■:  o vis  ions  , shall  mean  the  written 
and  graphic  materials  referred  t : in  this  de-f  i nJ  t:  on  , 

d)  Planned  Unit  Development:  A-n  area  oi  land,  -'ont  rolled  by  a 
landowner,  to  be  developed  as  a s*ng«.e  entity  l^c  a n'lmber  of 
dwelling  units,  the  Plan  for  which  may  n:t  correspond  in 

lot  size,  bulk  or  type  of  dwelling,  density,  lot  coverage 
and  required  open  space  to  the  regular.  -'■■ablisbed  in  the 

underlying  zone 

e)  Open  Space:  Land  subject  to  valid  .'csttictiin  against  housing 
development,  tin  maintenance  '■'T  V'/hi  h •a  ms  niru''ai  state  is 
necessary  for  the  enhancement  cf  living  ondicions  in  Planned 
Unit  Developments,, 

f)  Residential : If  permitted  in  the  has;.-.:  zone,  those  uses  allowed 
therein  and,  duplexes,  condominiums,  lodges,  apatcments,  and 
motels • 

8 . 3 Standards  for  Planned  Unit  Development: 

a)  The  standards  for  the  following  shall  be  governed  by  the  chart 
contained  in  Section  8.4: 

1)  Parking  spaces  per  unit 

2)  Kinimum  amount  cf  undisturbed  land  or  replanted, 

3)  Maximum  coverage  of  building  site  by  stcu4.tures. 

b)  The  provisions  of  the  Planned  Unv  Development  section  shall  be 
subject  to  the  general  pro  ision-  t h i s Ord.nan'c  except 
where  different  therefr-'m 
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8.  4 Standards  (1)  for  Parking,  Open  Spaces,  Building  Co'.erage  aad 

Recreation  Area  shall  be  as  set  forth  hereunder: 


1)  Interpolation  is  permitted  by  rounding  off  to  the  nearest 
dwelling  unit  permitted  (due  to  the  siee  of  whole  parcel). 
Example: 

minimum  - 1 DU/20  acres 

actual  property  survey  -=  389  acres 

maximum  number  of  dwelling  units  permitted 

would  = 20  units  (by  rounding  otf  to  the  nearest  unit). 


Building  Space 
Ratio:  Maximum 

Land  Use  Coverage  of 


Intensity  as 
Expressed  in 
Acres  per 
Dwelling  Unit 

Off-Street 
Parking  re- 
quired per 
Dwelling  Unit 

Open  Space 
Minimum: 

Percent 

of  Land  ( 2 

Land  by  Build- 
ings Expressed 
as  a Percent- 
age of  Site 

80 

2.0 

99 

1 

40 

2.0 

98 

1 

20 

2.0 

95 

2 

10 

2.0 

90 

2 

5 

2.0 

90 

3 

2 

2.0 

85 

4 

1 

1.5 

80 

8 

0.5 

i 5 

75 

12 

0.3 

1.5 

70 

16 

2)  Open  space  is  expressed  in  minimum  percentage  of  land  to  be  left 
In  open  space,  and  does  not  include:  streets,  public  or 
private  parking,  or  area  covered  by  buildings.  It  may  include: 
natural  ground,  landscaped  areas,  :ecreationai  areas,  water 
surfaces , 

8.  5 Computation  Required  of  Developer : The  developer  shall  prepare  a 
computation  which  indicates  how  he  meets  the  requirements  of 
Section  8,4.  Following  is  a sample  computation  for  a four  hundred 
acre  tract  of  land  designated  on  the  zoning  map  for  PD-20  (one 
dwelling  unit  for  twenty  acres)  using  the  table  in  Section  8 

Permitted  Proposed 


Maximum  number  of  dwelling  units 
permitted:  400  -j-  20  - 20  units 


20  units 
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Off-atre(!t  parking  requited  if 

twenty  units  are  developed:  20  x 2 - 40  45  spaces 

Open  Space  reciulred:  95'^  of 

400  acres  = 380  acres''  390  acres 

Maximum  coverage  by  buildings: 

2%  of  400  acres  = 8 acres**  5 acres 

*N0TE:  Open  Space  does  not  inclcde  streets,  publ-c  or  private 

parking  areas,  or  area  cohered  by  any  building,  garage, 
carport,  or  other  structure. 

**noTE:  Buildings  include  all  land  co'-ered  by  residential  buildings, 

garage  building  area,  carport  area,  and  other  enclosed  area. 
All  area  coverage  is  computed  at  grot'nd  Ic-'^el- 

8 . 6 Establishment  of  Land  Use  Intensity  Factor: 

a)  The  hand  Use  Intensity  Factor  for  each  a one-  distri_t  shall  be 

that  shown  on  the  Official  Zone  Map  rhe  pD  symbol 

b)  Such  factor  shall  be  used  in  determining  the  standards  speci- 
fied herein 

c)  In  zones  having  a permitted  dwelling  unit  der\sity  ot  one.  unit 
per  twe.nty  (20)  acres  and  lower,  a thirty-three  and  one  third 
(33  1/3)  percent  increase  In  allowable  densities  may  be 
permitted  provided  such  densities  are  used  in  areas  conforming 
to  adopted  General  Plan.  Interpolat i on  by  round ing-off  to 
nearest  dwelling  unit  is  permitted. 

8.  7 Uses  Permitted:  Phe  following  uses  shall  be  permitted: 

a)  Any  use  permitted  in  tha  basic  zone  c 1 ass i f i : ation 

b)  1.5  motel  units  are  permitted  for  each  allowable  dwelling 
unit  where  all  of  the  following  conditions  apply: 

1)  There  exists  at  least  2,000  square  feet  of  retail  commercial 
floor  area  within  one  mile.; 

2)  Retreaticn  facilities  oa-sire  inc.ude  a swimming  pool 
with  a surface  area  of  at  least  800  squ^ire  feet  or  a 
game  room  of  ccmp-arable.  Size;  and 
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3)  No  £ac:li-;e=  u„;e,.  .^-d 

Udu.  xnclodang  cho  cooking  McUlcy  ..  lea*  "^^'soO 
square  feet  in  gross  fictt  area. 


, re  re^cion  uses 


c)  Multiple  (three  or  morei  family  dwellings 

8.  8 Design  Criteria 

a)  Dwellings:  Dwelling  design  should  re.lecc  che  following  facco, 

Where  buildings  are  proposed  as  pars  ,j  ^he  developmenc  progcai 

1)  Harmonious  variations  in  mater  ial=  -ext-pc  r.i 

shall  complement  and  supplement  the  ^a turu  Tieauty 
pleasant  environment  of  the  site  and  the  individuL  u^t. 

Should  reflect  the 

feed"rral'f[n^berw‘  ■Sn“'-=-nt  shall 

war?  f between  the  ar-erial  streets  and  to  a net- 

“tes1re"“:cat:r" 

c)  Parking:,  Parking  shall  reflect  the  following  l-actots: 

parking  should  be  located  so 
homesites  are  conveniently  served o 

2)  Parking  areas  should  be  designated  so  that  not  more  than 
an  auerage  of  live  (5)  spaces  shall  adjoin  ea-h  orher 
Without  intervening  landscaped  acc-as 

d)  Walks  and  Servli  p Ti  rm  t u r . mp  . n-'i-  , 
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1)  Walks  should  be  designated  to  provide  convenient  access 
to  lecreanoa,  service,  parking  and  other  ccmnion  areas 

e)  Setbacks : Front,  side  and  rear  sc-tba''k  ted-j  i remeaLs  tor 
structures  shall  be  those  o£  the  district  wlrli  which  the 
Planned  Unit  Development  is  ..orabirifd  or  a=  estabilshed  by 
the  approved  plan. 

f)  Open  Space  Areas;  Open  sp.i'ce  areas  should  be  situated  in 
such  a manner  as  to  avoid  the  crowding  rigerher  jf  building 
uses  and  parking  uses  or  to  enhance  visual  or  recreational 
pursuits  of  residents. 

8.  9 Legal  Requirements:  In  Planned  Unit  Development  containing  area  of 
common  or  restricted  ownership,  the  subdivision  plat,  dedication, 
covenants,  and  other  recorded  legal  agreements  must: 

a)  Legally  create  automatic-membership,  non-profit  homes  association 
or  similar  instrument; 

b)  Place  Ltcde  to  any  common  propcctv  n ' mes  -jssoclation, 

and  limit  title  to  residual  lands  so  chat  residential  use  in 
excess  of  that  permitted  in  this  "'rdinan.e  may  net  be  made 
theron . 

c)  Restrict  title  to  required  open  spare  (whether  held  in  common 
or  not)  so  that  residential  buildings  or  u&(?s  detrimental 

to  the  residential  portion  of  the  Planned  Unit  Development 
may  not  be  constructed  or  conducted  thereon. 

d)  Appropriately  and  permanently  limit  the  uses  o±  the  common 
property,  open  space,  and  residual  agricultural  lands. 

e)  Give  each  lot  owner  the  right  to  use  and  enjoyment  of  the 
common  property; 

f)  Place  responsibility  or  operation  and  maintenance  of  the 
common  property  in  the  homes  association; 

g)  Place  an  association  charge  cn  each  lot  m a manner  which  will: 

1)  Assure  sufficient  funds,  su-'h  'haiges  be  a lien  on  the 
property;  and 

2)  Provide  adequate  safeguards  ter  the  lot  jwnc-rs  against 

undfcs  1 1:  able  high  charges  I 

1 
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h)  Restrict  the  use  ot  the  property  to  the  uses  permitted  by 
the  PD  apprrval. 

Where  any  of  the  foregoing  are  not  app : it  :ib  1 e , the  developer  may 
substitute  alternative  suggestions, 

All  legal  documents  required  under  this  seitlon  shall  not  be 
acceptable  until  approved  as  to  the  legal  form  and  effect  by  ^he 
County  Attorney  when  required  by  the  County  Commission;  all  deed 
restrictions  and  association  rules  and  regulations  shall  be 
enforceable  by  the  Coi.mty  of  Gallatin  as  well  as  by  the  association- 

8.10  Staged  Development:  It  the  sequence  of  ronstcuccion  of  various 
portions  of  the  development  is  to  occur  in  stages,  then  the  open 
spaces  and  the  recreational  facilities  proposed  for  the  entire 
development  shall  be  developed,  or  committed  thereto,  rn  proportion 
to  the  number  of  dwelling  units  constructed • At  no  time  during 
the  construction  of  the  project  shall  the  number  of  constructed 
dwelling  units  exceed  the  overall  density  per  acre  established  by 
the  Land  Use  Intensity  Factor 

8.11  Procedure,  for  Appro ■■’al: 

a)  The  procedure  for  obtaining  approv.ol  oi  the  Flanned  Unit 
Development  shaK  be  governed  by  fhe  provisions  of  the 
county  subdivision  law  where  applicable 

b)  In  addition  to  any  informaticn  required  by  the  subdivision 
law,  the  applicant  shall  rucnisb  rhe  following  information: 

1)  The  types  of  residences  to  be  constructed; 

2)  Proposed  staging. of  construction,  by  units,  if  the  Planned 
Unit  Development  Is  to  be  constructed  in  stages; 

3)  Location  and  proposed  uses  of  open  spaces; 

4)  Legal  requirements  and  doruments  requited  by  Section  8=9, 

5)  All  information  necessary  to  determine  whether  the  require- 
ments of  Section  8.3  and  8.4  for  •'he  f:;!  lowing  are 
satisfied: 


a)  Building  Coverage  Ratio 

b)  Park.rng  Ratio 

c)  Open  Sp.ice  Ratio 
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6) 

Lor, at  ion 

and  layoor  of  parking  areas; 

7) 

Tlie  lo;nr 
1 e a t 'I  r e s 

ion  ?f  all  <■  X ; - 1 ng  ''egerarion  and 
t'  be  retained 

geologi  -al 

The 

grant ing. 

conditional  granting  ‘r  denying  i 

f a Planned 

Unit  Development  Plan  shall  be  bandied  ns  a Condi rkonnl  Use 
Permi  t .. 


c) 
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'state  of  moimtana  HELENA,  MONTANA  59601 


John  S.  Anderson  M . D. 

DIRECTOR 


1 S 1975 


February  14^  1975 


Honorable  Thomas  Judge ^ Governor State  of  Montana ^ Helena 
Montana  Department  of  Fish  and  Game^  Helena 
Environmental  Quality  Council^  Helena 

Bill  Schneider Montana  Outdoors^.  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game^  Helena 

Department  of  Natural  Resources Helena 
Department  of  State  Lands ^ Helena 

Bureau  of  Land  Management ^7  Federal  Building*,  Billings 
Dan  Maclntyre^^  Custer  National  Forest^^  Box  2556  ^ Billings 
Wayne  Yost*,  Soil  Conservation  Service *7  130  South  Pratten^ 
Columbus 

Rodney  Fink^  Sanitarian p Courthouse p Columbus 
Environmental  Information  Center p Box  12 p Helena 
Tina  Torgrimsonp  Environmental  Information  Center p Box  12 p 
Helena 

Floyd  Sharrockp  Department  of  Anthropology p University  of 
Montanap  Missoula 

Trout  Unlimitedp  Box  1534 p Billings 
The  Billings  Gazettey  Billings 
Berkley  Dowdy  Fishtail 
Walter  Keoghp  Nye 

Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations p Division  of 
Planningp  Helena 

Leslie  Zucky  1304  16th  Street  Westp  Billings 
Rick  GraetZy  Box  89 4 p Helena 
Mary  Lee  Reesep  29  South  Altap  Helena 
Northern  Rockies  Action  Groupp  #9  Placerp  Helena 
Student  Environmental  Research  Center p Room  212  Venture 
Center y University  of  Montanap  Missoula 
Montana  State  Library p Helena 

Doris  Milnerp  Montana  Wilderness  Associationp  Route  ly 
Box  1410p  Hamilton 
Billings  Public  Libraryp  Billings 

Environmental  Studies  Department p University  of  Montana, 
Missoula 

Consumer  Advocate,  Governor "s  Office,  Helena 
Paul  To  Richards,  902  North  Park,  Helena 
Dan  Smithy  Citizens  Alert  for  Guided  Growth,  812  South 
Eighth,  Bozeman 

Co  Wo  Gonder,  823  East  Call  Street,  Livingston 
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Mrso  Winifred  Lucky 420  South  Sixth  Street^  Livingston 
MrSc  Vel  Jansen^  430  South  Sixths  Livingston 
Mro  Oscar  Harmon#  1804  Lake  Elmo  Road#  Billings 
Mro  Alf  Hulteng#  Billings  Branch  Office#  Box  20296#  Billings 
Board  of  County  Commissioners#  Courthouse#  Columbus 
City-County  Planning  Board#  Courthouse#  Columbus 
Mrc  John  Schillinger#  Microbiology  Department#  Montana  State 
University#  Bozeman 


Attached  is  a draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  the 
Buffalo  Jump  Ranch  subdivision  in  Stillwater  County » 

Your  comments  should  be  received  within  30  days  of  the  above 
date„ 

Sincerely# 


Daniel  Vichorek 
Technical  Writer  ^ 

Environmental  Sciences  Division 

DVi  sh 

Attachment 
CCS  Mro  Wake 

Mr  o Carmody 
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MONTANA  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH 
AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCES 


February  14,  1975 


DRAFT  ENVIRONI/IENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  FOR 
THE  BUFFALO  JUMP  RANCH  SUBDIVISION, 
STILLWATER  COUNTY,  MONTANA 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69- 
6504(b) (3);  the  act  controlling  both  public  and  private  water 
supply  and  sewage  disposal  for  subdivisions,  Section  69-5001 
through  69-5009;  and  the  act  controlling  water  pollution, 
Section  69-4801  through  69-4827,  the  following  draft  environ- 
mental impact  statement  was  prepared  by  the  Department  of 
Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  Environmental  Sciences 
Division,  concerning  the  proposed  Buffalo  Jump  Ranch  Subdi- 
vision in  Stillwater  County  for  which  a request  has  been  re- 
ceived to  remove  the  sanitary  restriction  which  has  been  im- 
posedo 


Location 

As  shown  on  the  attached  map,  the  subdivision  is  located 
approximately  one  mile  south  of  Nye  in  the  Stillwater  drain- 
age in  Section  6 and  7,  Township  5 South,  Range  16  East  and 
Section  1 and  2,  Township  5 South,  Range  15  East, 


Description  of  the  Proposed  Project 

This  property  consists  of  approximately  874  acres  which  have 
already  been  subdivided  into  77  lots  ranging  from  10  to  80 
acres o The  lots  average  llo28  acres.  Under  the  new  pro- 
posal, each  of  the  lots  would  be  divided  into  two  or  three 
smaller  lots  averaging  5.8  acres,  thus  doubling  the  po- 
tential population  of  the  development. 

The  developer  has  asked  specifically  for  permission  to  di- 
vide one  lot,  lot  42  of  the  existing  subdivision,  into  four 
lots,  but  legal  counsel  for  this  department  advises  that  the 
impacts  of  the  entire  development  should  be  considered  in  this 
impact  statement. 

It  appears  that  this  area  is  generally  unsuitable  for  sub- 
division, although  it  was  subdivided  earlier  into  lots 
large  enough  to  escape  the  authority  of  this  department. 

Problems  with  the  area  include  the  following; 
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1.  High  groundwater.,  Data  submitted  by  the  developer 
showed  "moisture"  above  four  feet  in  each  of  four 
test  holes  sunk  on  lot  42 » Whether  this  condition 

is  general  throughout  the  property  is  currently  unknown 
and  extensive  testing  would  be  required  to  find  outo 

2.  Soils  with  moderate  to  severe  limitations  for  sub- 
surface drainfieldSo  Septic  tank  limitations  on  the 
property  include  high  bedrock^  steep  slopes,  flood 
hazard,  and  poor  permeability o Extensive  on-site 
testing  would  be  required  to  determine  if  suitable 
sites  for  sewage  disposal  do  exist, 

3.  No  potable  water  supply.  Water  would  have  to  be 
hauled  from  approved  supplies  by  truck  and  placed 

in  cisterns.  No  arrangements  for  this  have  been  sub- 
mitted to  the  department. 


The  development  also  would  have  a serious  impact  on  wildlife, 
according  to  the  State  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  A spokes- 
man for  that  department  said  that  the  subdivision  would 
eliminate  an  important  piece  of  mule  deer  habitat  and 
eventually  the  deer  themselves,  "Unfortunately  for  wild- 
life, this  tract  of  land  is  located  in  a key  wintering 
area  for  the  Stillwater  mule  deer  herd,"  according  to  the 
Fish  and  Game  Department,  The  department's  wildlife 
biologists  did  not  agree  with  the  developer’s  statement 
that  the  winter  range  on  the  property  would  not  be  destroyed 
because  only  summer  homes  would  be  built  there. 

Power  would  be  supplied  to  the  development  through  overhead 
lines  that  supply  the  nearby  Mouat  Mine, 

The  Department  of  Anthropology  of  the  University  of  Montana 
in  Missoula  offers  the  following  comments  with  respect  to 
the  buffalo  jump  situated  just  west  of  the  subdivision: 

The  site  is  the  Kenough  Buffalo  Jump  (24  ST  401) , 

There  is  suggestive  evidence  that  the  site  is 
attributable  to  the  Crow  Indians  (ms,  on  file  UM 
Statewide  Archaeological  Survey  files) , 

It  is  my  opinion  that  the  subdivision  (an  additional 
154  families)  that  close  to  the  bison  jump  is  apt 
to  have  adverse  impact  on  the  site  because  of  the 
greater  numbers  of  people  and  increased  accessibility 
to  the  site. 

Because  of  the  probable  adverse  impact,  I recommend, 
at  minimum  photographing  and  mapping  the  site,  and 
test  excavation  as  precautionary  measures. 
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Conclusion 


In  view  of  the  apparent  liraitation  of  this  site  for  sub- 
division, this  department  cannot  look  favorably  upon  such 
development,  unless  further  testing  removes  concern  over 
the  sanitary  problems  that  appear  inevitable  if  development 
were  to  proceed. 


This  draft  environmental  impact  statement  has  been  prepared 
by  Daniel  Vichorek,  Technical  Writer  for  the  Environmental 
Sciences  Division,  Montana  Department  of  Health  and  Environ- 
mental Sciences,  utilizing  information  presented  by  the 
developer,  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  U,  S,  Soil  Conser- 
vation Service  and  the  Department  of  Anthropology  of  the 
University  of  Montana. 
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JOHN  S ANDERSON,  M.D. 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICER 


AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCES 

Helena,  Montana  Kaiispeii  Regional  office 


Box  1031 

Kallspell,  MT  59901 


September  12,  1973 


MR.  G.G.  Ostrom,  Rt , 2,  Kallspell,  MT  59901 

Mr,  D.K,  Marquardt,  P.E.,  809  1st  Ave . East,  Kallspell,  MT  5^901 
Mr.  Fletcher  Newby,  Montana  Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena,  MT  59601 
Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Flathead  County  Courthouse,  Kallspell,  MT  59901 
Montana  Fish  5e  Game  Department,  Helena,  MT  59601 

Flathead  Areawide  Planning  Organlzati.on,  3 Ford  Bldg.,  Kallspell,  MT  59901 
B.C.  McIntyre,  M.D.,  County  Health  Officer,  Box  427,  Wlu'tefish,  M 59937 
Les  Espeland,  R.S.,  Flathead  County  Sanitarian,  Box  919,  Kallspell,  MT  59901 
Water  Quality  Bureau,  State  Department  of  Health  & Environmental  Sciences, 
Helena,  MT  59601 

Montana  State  Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning 
and  Economic  Development,  Helena,  MT  59601 
Mr.  Ben  Wake,  Environmental  Sciences  Division,  Helena,  ’MT  59601 
Montana  State  Library,  930  E.  Lyndale  AveA,  Helena,  MT  59601 
Montana  State  Highway  Commission,  Kalispell,  If].’  59901 

Mr.  Wayne  Herman,  President,  Flathead  Wildlife  Inc.,  Box  4,  Kalispell,  MT  59901 
Mr.  Ken  Kruger,  West  Valley  School  District,  Rt.  3,  Kalispell,  MT  59901 
Mr.  C.  Harvey,  Rural  Fire  Dept.,  Rt.  3,  Kalispell,  MT  59901 

Gentelmen: 

The  enclosed  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  has  been  prepared  for  the 
DEER  MEADOWS  SUBDIVISION  near  Kalispell  in  Flathead  County,  Montana. 

Under  Montana  law,  a person  or  agency  has  thirty  days  to  submit  comments 
and/or  supply  new  supplimentary  infori-oation.  An  additional  fifteen  days 
may  be  granted  upon  specific  request  to  an  indi.vidual  or  agency.  Comments 
received  in  response  to  this  draft  statement  will  be  summarized  and  in- 
cluded in  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 
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EWIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMEInTT 
for 

DEER  :TAD0WS 


A Subdivision  in  Flathead  County,  Montana 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69-6504  (b)(3), 
the  act  controlling  both  public  and  private  water  supply  and  sewage  disposal  for 
subdivision.  Section  69-5001  to  69-5005,  and  the  act  to  control  water  pollution. 
Section  69-4801  to  4827,  the  following  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  is 
prepared  by  the  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  Environ- 
mental Sciences  Division,  concerning  the  proposed  Deer  Meadows  Subdivision.lo- 
cated  west  of  Kalispell  in  Flathead  County,  Montana, 

LOCATION  AND  SIZE 


The  rural  subdivision  proposal  which  is  under  review  in  this  statement  consists 
of  one  hundred  and  thirty-four  (134)  contiguous  lots  to  be  platted  in  a large 
L-shaped  block  of  108  acres.  Twelve  acres  (one-ninth  of  the  subdivision)  would 
be  dedicated  to  the  county  for  parks  and  playground  purposes  and  an  additional 
7 acres  would  be  required  to  provide  internal  access  roads , The  complete  plat 
will  occupy  the  greater  part  of  the  SE%  of  Section  32,  T.29N<,,  R,22W.,  M.P.M. 

All  lots  are  of  a reasonable  uniform  20,000  to  25,000  square  foot  size.  The 
only  exception  to  this  is  a group  of  ten  or  twelve  lots  proposed  entirely  upon 
a sidehill  location.  Tliese  larger  bts  are  roughly  3/4  acres  or  more  in  size, 
while  one  outsize  back  lot  plats  out  at  a full  2.5  acres. 

Geographically  the  development  site  is  six  miles  west  of  Kalispell  along  State 
Route  424  (Three-Mile  Drive).  The  West  Valley  School  is  the  nearest  recogni- 
zable landmark,  being  less  than  a mile  to  the  north . 

DESCRIPTION  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION 

The  developmental  concepts  for  all  134  lots  include  a community  water  system 
and  individual  sewer  systems  by  means  of  septic  tank  and  absorption  field. 

Solid  waste  would  be  disposed  of  to  the  Flathead  County  Landfill  Site.  Ap- 
proval of  these  concepts  through  plan  and  specification  review  is  the  essence 
of  the  State  Department  of  Health  regulatory  authority. 

TOPOGRAPHY  AND  GROUND  WATER 

This  project  area  is  on  the  very  margin  of  the  wooded  foothill  country  west  of 
Kalispell.  Two  distinct  topographical  type  areas  are  represented  in  this  par- 
ticular area. 
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(1) »  The  north  and  east  one-half  is  mostly  occupied  by  the  toe  and  face  of 
a glacial  till  terrace.  Interpolating  from  the  detailed  topographical  map  sub- 
mitted with  the  plans,  this  face  generally  dbpes  eighteen  percent  plus  or  mini® 
two  percent  locally,  with  the  very  steepest  part  a 35  percent  incline  included 
as  part  of  the  large  2.5  acre  lot.  No  streams,  or  creeks  bisect  this  terrain. 
Ground  water  considerations  can  be  assessed  to  be  without  problem  here.  In- 
stead drainfield  locations  will  be  troublesome  on  many  lots. 

(2) .  The  south  and  west  half  is  dominated  by  a large,  slightly  depressed 
upland  meadow  which  grades  into  the  toe  and  slope  of  another,  more  westerly 
terrace,  which  bounds  the  project  area  on  the  west  side.  This  natural  basin 
or  park  is  clear  of  trees  and  appears  to  be  remnant  of  an  old  perched  water 
table  .now  reduced  (at  least  for  1973)  to  an  elevation  reasonably  below  ground 
datum,  A small  stream  (Whitetail  Creek)  flows  into  the  basin  from  the  west 
and,  when  rvmning  full  such  as  during  spring  run-off,^  traverses  across  the 
park  recharging  into  the  natural  sink  of  the  basin  as  it  goes.  During  much 
of  the  year  surface  flow  is  low  to  virtually  non-existant  with  the  only  sign 
of  water  being  a down-grade  spring  site  in  the  northwest  corner  of  the  sub- 
division, This  spring  probably  rides  on  the  ground  water  level  in  the  basin, 

ROADS  AND  PARKS 

The  broad  uniform  topography  has  made  it  possible  to  design  access  roads 
into  the  subdivision  within  the  grade  limitations  of  Flathead  County.  No 
more  than  normal  foothill  road  disruption  should  be  anticipated,  and  once 
’’on  top*'  all  roads  are  comparatively  flat.  Two  Whitetail  Creek  stream  cros- 
sings are  indicated,  both  to  be  supplied  with  24  inch  culverts. 

The  matter  of  dedicating  a required  percentage  of  the  subdivision  for  county 
park  lands  was  achieved  in  conjunction  with  the  problem  of  the  locally  near  sur- 
face ground  water  table  found  in  parts  of  the  basin  area.  By  using  the  test 
hole,  data  to  determine  the  exist5-ng  ground  water  table  ^s  of  June,  1973)  these 
areas  which  might  jeopardize  drain  fields  are  to  be  set  aside  as  dedicated  parks. 
The  only  question  which  might  occur  is  in  establishing  whether  or  not  the  true 
boundaries  have  been  completely  defined.  Six  test  hol^^-S  within  Appi-oximately 
13  acres  were  used  to  justify  this  design  and  it  would  appear  to  be  reasonably 
accurate  and  adequate,  at  least  for  conditions  existing  during  1973,  an  ad- 
mittedly dry  year. 

These  lower  open  areas  are  aesthetically  very  pleasing  and  dedication  for 
park  use  is  a very  commendable  approach, 

MAJOR  SURFACE  DISRUPTIONS 


Except  for  the  terrace  faces,  the  installation  of  residences,  whether  they 
be  framed  homes  or  mobile  homes,  should  not  be  environmentally  difficult.  The 


1.  The  drainage  basin  for  Whitetail  Creek  is  fairly  large,  and  although  there 
is  no  record  of  flash  flooding  in  the  area,  the  prospect  does  exist  simply 
because  there  is  no  well  defined  cdnnel  to  accept  an  instantaneous  flow 
out  of  the  mountains 
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road  network  should  also  be  well  below  average  as  to  disruption,  considering 
that  this  is  a mountain  subdivision. 

There  are  therefore,  only  two  surface  disruption  factors  that  could  be 
troublesome : 

lo  No  Covenants  or  restrictions  accompany  the  submittal.  Private  ca- 
priciousness on  the  part  of  individual  lot  holders  can  be  expected  to  run  the 
full  spectrum  of  possible  uses. 

2,  The  submittal  includes  a proposal  to  reroute  the  poorly  defined  channel 
of  Whitetail  Creek  into  a new  path  out  of  the  subdivision.  The  diversion 
structure  would  put  all  surface  flow  into  the  dedicated  park  area,  and  theoret- 
ically the  new  stream  would  not  infringe  on  any  of  the  platted  lots.  At  one 
point  along  this  new  channel  it  is  also  proposed  that  an  excavation  be  made 
(roughly  200  ft,  by  100  ft.)  below  the  ground  water  table  thus  creating  a 
man-made  pond.  Except  for  the  fact  that  the  diversion  must  be  made,  the  plan 
is  somewhat  nebulous  since  surface  and  ground  water  volumes  are  not  known. 

SOILS  SYSTEMS 


Information  on  the  soils  system  is  taken  from  the  "Soil  Survey:  Upper  Flatliead 
Valley  Area,  Montana",  Virtually  all  soils  noted  are  from  the  V/hitefish  Series, 
a deep  light-colored  silty  type  developed  from  colcareous  medium-textured  glacial 
till  and  contaring  a large  percentage  of  rounded  gravel  cobbles  or  large  stones. 


Soil  Type  i 

Agric . 
Class 

No.  of 
Acres 

Slope  of 
Ground  1 

Septic  Tank 
Limitations 

Topographic 

Type  -Area 

Fine  Sandy  Loam 

IT 

5 

0-77.  ! 

Moderate 

Toe  of  Terrace 

Cobbly  Silty  Loam 

V 

18 

0-77. 

Moderate 

Terrace  Park  Area 

Cobbly  Silty  Loam 

VI 

27 

7-127.  i 

1 

Severe  by  reason 
of  unfavorable  j 
slope  ! 

Terrace  Face  Area 

Cobbly  Silty  Loam 

VI 

52 

207.  and 
over 

t 

Severe  by  reasonj 

of  unfavorable  j 
slope  j 

Terrace  F iCe  Area 

1 

Gravelly  Silty  Loam 

III 

5 

0-77. 

Moderate 

iT -Trace  Park  Area 

From  this  chart  it  can  be  seen  that  79  acres  (73%)^  of  the  subdivision  is  in 
the  severe  category  (with  respect  to  on-site  sewage  disposal  fields)  because  of 


2,  This  figure  was  arrived  at  by  using  S .C  ,S  . mapping.  A thorough  field 
examination  by  this  office  suggests  the  figure  is  probably  too  high  because  of 
the  subdivision  design.  A rough  estimate  from  this  perspective  says  that  35  to 
407,  of  the  lots  would  probably  be  partly  or  completely  effected. 
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slope  conditions « On-site  sewage  disposal  fields  with  slopes  greater  than  107a 
have  severe  limitations  Ijecausc  unfiltere.d  effluent  uviy  snrfac  ' on  the  downhill 
side.  Percolation  field  results  submitted  with  the  proposal  also  Indicates  that 
average  rate  on  the  terrace  slope  to  be  slightly  in  exet'ss  of  20  minutcis  to  the 
inch.  This  is  not  an  encouraging  figure,  even  on  flat  ground,  because  it  rein- 
forces the  suggestion  that  effluent  from  absorption  trenches  would  be  very  likely 
to  surface  0 Deeper  level  seepage  pits  would  be  a safer  method  of  choice  if  public 
health  problems  were  considered  to  be  the  primary  consideration » Yet  seepage 
pit  methods  are  not  a happy  choice  since  this  method  recharges  all  effluent  into 
the  subsurface  and  it  has  been  department  policy  to  disapprove  such  ideas  when- 
ever possible o 

However,  because  the  development  will  have  a community  water  system  and  because 
there  does  not  appear  to  be  either  a bed  rock  problem  or  a groundwater  problem 
on  the  various  terrace  faces  this  approach  must  he  considered  as  a reasonable 
alternative  on  all  ground  x^ith  slopes  over  seven  percent  „ Additional  test 
holes  in  the  project  areas  probably  would  be  needed  to  justify  utilizing  this 
approach, 

Drainfields  in  areas  of  less-than-seven-perceut  slope  would  be  of  the  standard 
absorption  field  design,  provided  they  did  not  violate  ground  water  spring  re- 
quirements , 

This  policy,  if  approved,  would  require  concurrance  by  the  Flathead  County 
Health  Department  office. 

This  stoniness  and  slope  also  has  caused  severe  limitation  to  be  listed  with 
JESpect  to  the  utilization  of  these  areas  for  intensive  play  areas,  lawns 
and  landscaping,  roads  and  residential  building  sites.  Whenever  this  stoni- 
ness and  high  slope  does  not  occur,  these  categories  shoxv?  only  moderate  to 
slight  limitations, 

WATER  SUPPLY 


The  feasibility  of  a satisfactory  v;ater  supply,  as  required  by  newly  effective 
H,B.  465,  has  not  yet  been  demonstrated.  According  to  tiie  Bureau  of  Mines  and 
Geology  there  are  two  comparatively  shallow  wells  (40-50  ft.)  and  one  deep  well 
(150  ft,  at  West  Valley  School)  x^ithin  one  mile  of  the  subdivision.  However, 
the  subsurface  water  potential  in  the  foothills  is  considerably  different  than 
that  in  the  plains  area  where  these  wells  were  developed.  The  question  of  a 
satisfactory  source  for  this  proposed  community  system  is  still  open  for  re- 
solution by  the  developer. 
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PRIOR  USE 


The  two  topographic  type  areas  are  reflected  in  two  vegetative  type  areas. 

The  relatively  flat  open  upland  meadows  (15-25  acres)  are  grassy  and  appear 
to  have  been  used  in  the  past  for  grazing,  pasturing  and  possibly  minor  culti- 
vatioue  "^he  balance  of  the  subdivision  is  a wooded  mixed  coniferous  forest 
which  has  been  selectively  logged  sometime  in  the  past^ 

Wildlife  is  said  to  be  plentiful,  especially  during  the  winter,  with  deer, 
grouse  and  pheasant  the  common  occupants 

OWNERSHIP 

This  ground  is  now  represented  as  being  under  a single  "trust"  ownership^  Ten 
other  individuals,  corporation  or  partnership  ovrn  land  contingent  to  this  block. 
Any  further  plans  for  this  area  are  unknown  although  there  is  a new  standard 
gravel  road  access  now  being  completed  in  that  area  directly  south  of  this 
development . 

ALTERNATIVES 

Because  the  data  submitted  with  this  proposal  does  not  yet  meet  all  of  the  cri- 
teria required  by  (Regulation)  MAC16-2 .14 (10) -S14340  and  by  H.B.  465,  the  full 
range  of  options  remain  open  to  this  department. 

1,  Approve  as  submitted. 

2,  Disapprove  until  all  requirements  and  regulations  are  met  or  until  lots 
posing  environmental  problems  are  removed  from  the  plat. 

In  conjunction  with  this,  it  should  be  noted  that  the  Flathead  Areawide  Planning 
Organization  has  accepted  and  approved  the  preliminary  plat  application  for 
this  subdivision. 

IMPACT 


The  impact  on  community  services  will  be  significant.  The  influx  of  148  families 
to  the  area  will  stress  existing  services  and  necessitate  expansion  of  these 
services  to  accomodate  the  greater  demand. 

The  roads  in  tVie  subdivision  will  be  dedicated  to  the  County  and  therefore  ad- 
ditional maintenance  will  be  necessary.  There  are  approximately  2.3  miles  of 
road  that  will  require  maintenance.  Nor  particular  problems  are  anticipated 
in  this  respect. 

The  solid  wastes  contributed  by  the  subdivision  will  be  disposed  of  at  the 
County  Landfill.  The  method  of  collection  of  these  wastes  is  uncertain  at  this 
time.  It  may  be  that  the  land  owners  association  will  contract  a private  firm 
to  collect  the  wastes  and  deliver  them  to  the  landfill  site.  This  is  seen  as  the 
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most  desirable  solution.  An  alternate  solution  would  be  for  the  county  to  estab- 
lish a disposal  site  nearby  with  adequate  refuse  containers.  Location  of  such 
a site  is  seen  as  an  aesthetic  problem  and  the  first  alternative  is  seen  as 
being  more  desirable. 

Fire  protection  would  be  provided  by  the  West  Valley  Volunteer  Fire  District. 

It  is  uncertain  whether  or  not  the  existing  equipment  can  meet  the  demand  of 
the  subdivision.  There  will  be  an  increased  need  for  police  protection.  This 
will  probably  require  additional  personnel  and  equipment.  The  increased  tax 
base  will  provide  funds  for  many  of  these  services.  3 

Impacts  on  natural  features  have  already  been  indicated  as  significant  factors 
in  the  subject  summaries.  Aesthetic  impacts  are  also  somewhat  mitigated  by 
the  fact  that  all  lots  have  wjoded  areas  available  to  provide  both  privacy 
and  cultivated  beauty  if  used  properly, 

ADVERSE  IMPACT 

Perhaps  the  greatest  impact  will  be  on  educational  facilities.  Assuming 
that  85%  of  the  families  have  2 school-age  children,  the  increase  in  the  num- 
ber of  students  would  be  250  or  21  students  per  class.  West  Valley  School 
would  be  the  most  greatly  affected  as  a significant  expansion  would  be  neces- 
sary, The  impact  on  busing  would  be  less  significant  because  of  the  proximity 
of  the  subdivision  to  the  school.  The  impact  on  the  educational  facilities  of 
the  Kalispell  School  District  will  not  be  as  pronounced  because  of  the  small 
number  of  students  in  proportion  to  the  school  body.  An  increase  in  the  busing 
schedules  would  be  necessary  as  an  additional  100  students  would  require  an 
extra  bus  on  the  route.  Whatever  the  necessary  adjustments  are,  the  impact  on 
education  and  busing  will  be  felt  the  most. 

Unusually  adverse  impacts  to  winter  wildlife  range  may  also  occur,  however  this 
point  has  not  yet  been  offered  by  a qualified  individual  or  agency.  Information 
on  this  matter  has  come  to  this  office  as  isolated  bits  of  data  by  lay  people 
who  claim  to  be  extremely  knowledgeable  about  the  area. 


3 


This  estimation  was  made  by  the  engineering  agency  representing  the 
developer. 
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lAND  MANAGEMENT  COMPARISONS  AND  THE  COMMITTMENT  OF  RESOUKCES 

A large  portion  of  a full  quarter  section  would  be  committed  to  comparatively 
intensive  land  useage  from  significant  human  impact  and  a multiplicity  of  owner- 
ships, Comparable  long  term  block  management  of  the  area  would  probably  be  that 
devoted  to  tree  farming  and  wildlife  habitat.  Agricultural  concepts  other  than 
grazing  are  not  reasonably  possible, 

STATEMENT  SOURCES 

This  statement  was  prepared  by  Wilbur  0.  Aikin,  BSGE,  Montana  Tech,  a registered 
professional  engineer  and  economic  geologist  with  22  years  of  experience  in  a 
variety  of  engineering,  exploration  production  supervisory  and  now  regulatory 
positions . 

Data  used  in  the  preparation  of  this  statement  was  accrued  from  information 
submitted  to  this  office  by  Eric  Teittinen,  a sanitary  engineer  in  the  employ 
of  the  Marquardt  Engineering  Firm  of  Kalispell,  Some  of  the  included  comments 
were  extracted  directly  from  the  Montana  Regulatory  Form  E.S.91  which  accom- 
panied the  platted  application.  An  on-site  field  inspection  was  made  prior 
to  completion  of  this  statement. 
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t/t  p'  ^ Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 

' ^ 'STATS  OF  iViaruTAiOJA  HELENA, Montana  59601 

Dooh/e  Arrovi^ 

v-4  ! V , jt  I I • » John  S.  Anderson M D 

STCTE  DCC'Jsrrs 


tlay  24,  1973 


ftlAY  2 9 1973 


Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Courtliouse,  Missoula 
City-County  Planning  Board,  Courthouse,  Missoula 
City-County  Mealth  Department,  Courtliouse  Annex,  Missoula 
Mr.  Fletdier  Newby,  Environmental  Quality  Coinicil,  Helena 
Montan.a  Fish  and  Game  Department,  Helena 

Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Pl.anning  and  Economic 
Development 

Dave  Nunnallee,  Branch  Office,  Box  1031,  Kalispell 
Tjie  Missoulian,  Missoula 

Mr.  Lariw'  Jalaib,  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation,  Helena 

U.  S.  Forest  Service  District  Office,  Seeley  Lake 

Ainsworth  5 Associates,  Box  298,  Missoula 

Life  of  Montana,  Professional  Building,  Bozeman 

Geo-Associates,  Inc.  715  South  Tliird  Street  Ivest,  Missoula 

Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212  Venture  Center,  Missoula 

Montana  State  Library,  Helena 


Gentlemen: 

Tlie  enclosed  environmental  inpact  statement  lias  been  prepared  for  Double 
Arrow  Ranch  Phase  II,  a proposed  subdivision  in  Missoula  County,  Tliis  is 
submitted  for  your  revieiv  and  connuents. 

Under  Montana  law,  a person  or  agenc>"  has  thirty  days  to  submit  comments 
and/or  supply  additional  infonnation.  An  additional  fifteen  days  may  be 
granted  upon  specific  request  to  an  individual  or  agency.  If  you  have 
any  comments  regarding  the  environmental  impact  statement,  please  submit 
them  in  triplicate  to  this  office. 

After  thirty  days,  tlie  project  will  be  revievved  in  light  of  comments  re- 
ceived tliat  are  applicable  under  Montana  law. 

Sincerely  yours, 

D.  G.  Willems,  P.E,,  Chief 
Water  Quality  Bureau 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 


DGW:AJG:sh 

Enc. 

cc : Ben  \'.hke 


MONTANA  STATE  DEPARlTe.T  OF  HFALTl-I 
AND 

ENl'IPDiYerrAL  SCIENCES 

Mav  24,  1973 

DRAFT  ENVIROiN^ENTAL  IMPACT  STATE.  ENT 
for 


DOUBLE  .Aiy^OI'/  RANQi  SUBDIVISION  PHASE  II 


Pursuant  to  tlie  Montana  environmental  policy  act,  Section  69-6504  (b)  (3); 
and  the  act  controlling  both  public  and  private  water  supply  and  sewage 
disposal  for  subdivisions.  Section  69-5001  through  5005;  and  tlie  act  to 
control  water  pollution,  Section  69-4801  through  4827,  the  follov/ing 
statement  was  prepared  by  the  Environmental  Sciences  Division  of  the  State 
Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  concerning  the  Double 
Arrow  Ranch  Subdivision  Phase  II  for  v/hich  a request  has  been  received 
for  removal  of  the  sanitary  restrictions.  Under  state  lax^^,  tliis  depart- 
ment must  remove  the  sanitary  restrictions  before  water  supply  or  sewage 
disposal  facilities  can  be  installed  on  any  subdivision  with  any  lot 
smaller  than  five  acres. 

Location 


This  property  is  located  about  one-half  mile  soutlieast  of  the  communi-ty  of 
Seeley  Lake. 

Description  of  proposed  action 

The  developers  would  divide  225  acres  into  105  lots,  Tlie  owner  of  tlie 
land  is  Life  of  Montana,  a Bozeman  organization,  represented  by  Ainsworth 
and  Associates  of  Missoula,  professional  land  surveyors  and  land  planners. 

Tlie  area  apparently  would  be  developed  primarily  for  summ.er  home  sites. 

Stan  Cohen  of  Geo-Associates,  Inc.  of  Missoula  said  in  his  evaluation  for 
the  developer  that  the  land  probably  would  be  used  for  summer  homes  because 
of  its  distance  from  the  higlrway  and  the  rougliness  of  the  terrain. 

heater  supply  would  be  from  the  Seeley  Lal-ce  municipal  system.  Plans  and 
specifications  of  the  proposed  public  water  supply  system  must  be  reviewed 
and  approved  by  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 
before  the  sanitary  restriction  for  tliis  subdivision  can  be  removed. 

Sewage  would  be  disposed  of  tlirough  individual  septic  tanks. 

Gravel  surfaced  roads  will  be  constructed  to  furnish  access  to  the  lots. 

No  cut  and  fill  is  expected  to  be  necessary  for  road  construction, 
except  for  roadside  ditches  to  provide  drainage.  Only  one  road  will  be 
necessary  across  Morrell  Creek,  Tlie  crossing  would  be  via  a culvert  or 
bridge. 

Existing  utility  lines  skirt  the  property  on  the  west,  and  overhead  lines 
will  be  installed  on  the  property  to  provide  teleplione  and  electrical 
service. 
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Topography  and  soils 


The  land  is  generally  flat  lying.  Iforrell  Creek  passes  north  to  south 
through  the  property  and  lias  created  a 12  to  20  foot  deep  cut. 

Tlie  soils  are  composed  mostly  of  glacial  material  with  poorly  developed 
profiles.  Preliminary  inspection  by  the  Missoula  City-County  Health 
Department  indicated  the  soil  permeability  is  adequate  for  septic  tank 
use.  A series  of  25  test  holes  on  the  property  indicated  percolation 
rates  vary  betisfeen  six  and  fourteen  minutes  per^nch,  which  should  be 
adequate . 

Inspectors  from  the  local  health  department  found  one  boggy  area  on  the 
property.  No  septic  tank  drainfield  iv'ill  be  allowed  i^^ithin  100  feet  of 
the  bog.  The  developer  lias  agreed  to  eliminate  several  lots  near  the 
bog  and  to  assure  that  no  drainfields  are  installed  l^^ithin  100  feet  of 
Morrell  Creek. 

Tlie  land  is  heavily  timbered. 

Impact  of  the  proposed  development 

Pollution  of  ground  and  surface  water  should  be  avoidable  if  drainfields 
are  kept  at  least  100  feet  from  the  surface  v/ater  and  if  the  required  four- 
foot  separation  is  maintained  beti^een  the  bottom  of  the  drainfields  and 
the  highest  level  of  the  groundwater  table  at  each  site.  Tnere  will  be 
a loss  of  open  space.  There  may  be  some  erosion  caused  by  road  building 
and  the  leveling  of  homesites.  Cats,  dogs  and  people  probably  ivrill  cause 
small  animals  and  whatever  larger  wildlife  now  using  the  site  to  go  else- 
where . 

Tliere  is  no  information  currently  available  on  the  use  of  the  area  by 
\d.ldlife.  No  burning  of  solid  waste  will  be  allowed  on  the  premise  as  a 
commercial  trash  liauler  is  available  to  serve  the  site. 

Alternatives  available  to  this  department 

1.  Approve  the  development  as  requested. 

2.  Disapprove  the  development. 

If  the  development  was  disapproved,  the  developer  could  escape  state 
jurisdiction  by  increasing  the  lot  size  to  over  five  acres. 

Short-term/Long-term  comparisons 


Tlie  major  question  here  is  idiether  the  construction  of  summer  homes  can 
be  justified  on  an  environmental  basis.  In  the  face  of  an  increasing 
lumber  shortage,  it  seems  ill  advised  for  society  to  allow  some  affluent 
persons  to  build  second  homes  while  poorer  persons  cannot  afford  the  ma- 
terials to  build  a decent  first  home. 


’r\/hatever  agricultural  value  this  laud  currently  has  will  be  lost  if  the 
development  proceeds.  Further,  it  would  appear  from  the  map  tliat  the 
area  probably  is  used  by  game  ranging  in  from  the  adjoining  state  forest. 

Irreversible  commitment  of  resources  that  would  result  from  approval  of  the 

project. 

Some  non- recyclable  materials  v;ould  be  used  in  construction. 

Conclusions 


From  the  preliminary  inspections  by  the  state  and  local  health  departments, 
this  property  seems  adaptable  to  subdivision.  If  no  contrary  information 
comes  to  light,  this  department  will  remove  the  sanitary'  restrictions  witli 
the  understanding  that  the  installation  of  all  water  supply  and  sewage 
disposal  facilities  will  be  under  the  supervision  of  the  local  department 
of  health. 


This  report  prepared  by  Mr.  Dan  Vicorek,  Teclinical  V/riter,  on  data  submitted 
by  Mr.  Albert  J.  Gasvoda,  V/ater  Quality  Bureau  and  from  infomnation  sub- 
mitted by  Ainsworth  5 Associates  for  tlie  developer.  Life  of  Montana. 
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Department  of  Health  and  En^ronmental  Sciences 

'state  of  moimtaima  HELENA,  MONTANA  59601 


February  11,  1975 


Honorable  Thomas  Judge,  Governor,  State  of  Montana,  Helena 

Bureau  of  Land  Management,  1819  Holborn,  Missoula 

Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena 

Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Helena 

Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Helena 

Department  of  State  Lands,  Helena 

Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning, 
Helena 

Orville  Daniels,  Lolo  National  Forest,  Bldg,  24,  Ft,  Missoula, 
Missoula 

Gary  W,  Steuerwald,  County  School  Superintendent,  208  Courthouse, 
Missoula 

City-County  Planning  Board,  Courthouse,  Missoula 
Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Missoula 
City-County  Health  Department,  Courthouse  Annex,  Missoula 
Dorothy  Trosper,  Route  1,  Box  43,  Ronan 

Ben  Fo  Hardin,  Jr,,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  2801  Russell 
Street,  Missoula 

Environmental  Information  Center,  Box  12,  Helena 
Bill  Kendall,  Trout  Unlimited,  715  Beverly  Street,  Missoula 
Don  Aldrich,  410  Woodworth  Avenue,  Missoula 
Herb  Richard,  Life  of  Montana,  Box  218,  Bozeman 
Daniel  R,  Richards,  Water  Manager,  Box  253,  Seeley  Lake 
Kalispell  Branch  Office,  Box  1031,  Kalispell 
The  Missoulian,  Missoula 
Mary  Lee  Reese,  29  South  Alta,  Helena 
Northern  Rockies  Action  Group,  #9  Placer,  Helena 
Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212  Venture  Center, 
University  of  Montana,  Missoula 
Montana  State  Library,  Helena 
Missoula  Public  Library,  Missoula 

Doris  Milner,  Montana  Wilderness  Association,  Route  1,  Box 
1410,  Hamilton 

Environmental  Studies  Department,  University  of  Montana, 

Missoula 

Consumer  Advocate,  Governor's  Office,  Helena 
Paul  T,  Richards,  902  North  Park,  Helena 
Dan  Smith,  Citizens  Alert  for  Guided  Growth,  812  South 
Eighth,  Bozeman 

Co  Wo  Gonder,  823  East  Call  Street,  Livingston 
Mrso  Winifred  Lucky,  420  South  Sixth  Street,  Livingston 
Mrso  Vel  Jensen,  430  South  Sixth,  Livingston 
John  Schillinger,  Microbiology  Department,  Montana  State 
University,  Bozeman 
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Attached  for  your  comments  is  the  draft  environmental  impact 
statement  for  Phase  lA  of  the  Double  Arrow  Ranch  subdivision 
near  Seeley  Lake.  Please  send  your  response  within  30  days  of 
the  above  date . 

Sincerely, 


Daniel  Vichorek  O 

Technical  Writer 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 
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Attachment 
CCS  Mr.  Wake 

Mr  c,  Carmody 
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MONTANA  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH 
AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCES 


February  11,  1975 


DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  FOR 
PHASE  lA  of  THE  DOUBLE  ARROW  RANCH 
MISSOULA  COUNTY,  MONTANA 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69- 
6504(b) (3);  the  act  controlling  both  public  and  private  water 
supply  and  sewage  disposal  for  subdivisions.  Section  69-5001 
through  69-5009;  and  the  act  controlling  water  pollution, 
Section  69-4801  through  69-4827,  the  following  draft  environ- 
mental impact  statement  was  prepared  by  the  Department  of 
Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  Environmental  Sciences 
Division,  concerning  the  proposed  Phase  lA  of  the  Double  Arrow 
Ranch,  a proposed  subdivision  in  Missoula  County,  for  which  a 
request  has  been  received  to  remove  the  sanitary  restriction 
which  has  been  imposed., 


Location 

This  development  is  approximately  1,5  miles  south  of  the 
community  of  Seeley  Lake  in  Sections  10,  11,  and  15,  Township 
16  North,  Range  15  West,  MPM  (see  attached) . 


Description  of  the  proposed  development 

Phase  lA  would  be  composed  of  80  lots  ranging  in  size  from  0,85 
acre  to  approximately  3.5  acres.  Of  the  total  217.07  acres 
platted  in  Phase  lA,  137.81  acres  are  in  lots,  13.54  in  roads, 
and  65.72  acres  in  common  area.  Phase  lA  is  part  of  what 
was  originally  the  316-acre  Phase  1.  Because  of  contra- 
dictory results  of  groundwater  testing,  the  development  was 
divided  into  two  parts.  The  area  encompassing  the  lotted  area 
in  Phase  lA  has  satisfactory  groundwater  conditions  for  on- 
site sewage  disposal  while  the  area  that  would  encompass 
Phase  IB  requires  further  testing  during  high  water  season. 

Water  supply  would  be  through  the  Seeley  Lake  community  water 
system. 

According  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  much  of  area  lA 
has  moderate  to  severe  soil  limitations  on  homes,  roads, 
parking  areas,  septic  tanks  and  filter  fields.  Much  of 
this  limitation  is  the  result  of  slopes  steeper  than  15  per- 
cent, which  have  been  incorporated  into  the  common  areas. 
Percolation  tests  submitted  by  consultants  to  the  developer 
indicate  the  soil  would  be  satisfactory  for  subsurface  drain- 
fields. 
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The  land  currently  is  used  for  pasture,.  Vegetation  cover 
consists  of  low  grass  with  some  fir  and  pine  forest  and 
some  willows  and  shrubs  along  the  Clearwater  Rivero 

Wildlife  use  of  the  development  area  apparently  is  limited 
to  small  game  and  non-game  species,  according  to  residents 
of  the  areao  The  Clearwater  River  reportedly  is  too  warm 
and  shallow  to  support  a fishery  during  most  of  the  yearo 

Solid  waste  from  the  development  would  be  picked  up  by  a 
commercial  trash  hauler  servicing  the  area  and  deposited 
in  an  authorized  landfill o Utility  lines  would  be  under- 
ground o Road  surfaces  would  be  paved.  The  Montana  Depart- 
ment of  Highways  foresees  no  problems  related  to  the  proposed 
approaches  to  Highway  209. 


Impacts 

The  U.  So  Forest  Service  is  concerned  that  continuing  ex- 
pansion of  the  recreational  population  in  the  Seeley  Lake 
area  will  have  serious  effects  on  the  recreational  opportunities 
in  the  area.  Using  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation  statistics, 
the  Forest  noted  that  on  any  given  suitable  day  in  1985, 

13,000  persons  will  want  to  go  swimming  somewhere  in  Montana, 
many  of  them  presumably  in  the  Seeley  Lake  area.  Clearly, 
the  Forest  notes,  the  demand  for  swimming  room  is  going  to 
exceed  the  supply.  Boating  and  waterskiing  also  will  be 
overcrowding  the  available  facilities,  according  to  the 
same  report.  Boats  towing  waterskiers  already  are  restricted 
to  moving  in  a counterclockwise  direction  on  Seeley  Lake,  Lake 
Inez,  and  Lake  Alva,  indicating  that  there  already  is  con- 
siderable use  of  these  waters. 

The  Forest  Service  pointed  out  two  basic  problem  areas  that 
could  be  further  impacted  by  more  recreational  subdivision 
in  the  area.  The  first  of  these  is  the  heavily  used  developed 
areas.  If  subdivision  continues,  according  to  the  Forest 
Service,  new  and  established  residents  of  the  Seeley  Lake 
area  could  exhaust  the  present  capacity  of  picnic  areas, 
boat  launches,  swimming  beaches,  and  boating  facilities. 

The  second  problem  area  is  dispersed  recreation,  which  is 
seriously  impacted  by  increasing  numbers  of  people.  People 
going  into  the  woods  to  get  away  from  people  meet  more  people, 
until  it  becomes  necessary  to  limit,  restrict,  or  forbid 
certain  uses.  Residents  then  are  deprived  of  their  recreational 
opportunities  and  must  drive  to  another  area. 

According  to  records  on  file  in  the  Missoula  City-County  Plan- 
ning Office,  a total  of  359  lots  were  created  in  or  around 
Seeley  Lake  prior  to  1960.  Between  1960  and  1970,  another 
440  lots  were  created.  Since  1970,  an  additional  412  lots 
have  been  recorded. 
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Despite  the  large  number  of  lots^  population  apparently 
has  been  declining  in  the  areao  Cutbacks  in  the  forest 
products  industry  probably  are  the  cause  of  a declining 
number  of  students  in  the  local  schools o The  Seeley  Lake 
grade  school,  for  example,  has  a capacity  of  250  children, 
but  the  peak  enrollment  was  224  in  1969,  down  to  165  in 
1974,  and  continuing  downward o Special  levies  are  required 
because  of  the  declining  number  of  students.  The  principal 
of  the  school  said  the  school  funding  situation  would  im- 
prove if  there  were  more  students,  which  would  reduce  the 
need  for  special  levies. 

Whether  subdivision  activity  would  lead  to  more  students  in 
the  school  is  questionable,  unless  there  is  an  upturn  in  the 
local  economic  situation.  If  lots  were  sold  only  to  seasonal 
residents,  there  would  be  no  new  students  in  the  school, 
but  the  tax  base  would  increase  considerably. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Water  Quality  Bureau  limnologist,  no 
eutrophication  would  result  from  nutrients  reaching  ground- 
water  and  subsequently  the  Clearwater  River  and  Salmon  Lake 
from  septic  tanks.  Even  if  other  phases  of  the  subdivision 
were  approved  and  200  houses  with  three  persons  each 
eventually  were  located  in  the  area,  and  if  all  the  nutrients 
were  flushed  directly  into  Salmon  Lake  with  no  soil  filtration 
or  plant  uptake,  the  nitrogen  addition  to  the  lake  would  be 
between  0.069  and  0.25  milligrams  per  liter.  The  phosphorous 
addition  would  be  between  0,034  and  0.0496  milligrams  per 
liter.  These  figures  are  based  on  a lake  volume  of  19,480 
acre-feet  and  a per  person  contribution  of  0.06  pounds  per 
day  of  nitrogen  and  0,012  pounds  of  phosphorous  on  a year- 
round  basis.  The  river  flow  from  Salmon  Lake  is  about  75,000 
acre-feet  per  year,  so  the  lake  is  completely  flushed  about 
four  times  a year,  helping  to  prevent  eutrophication. 


Conclusion 


In  keeping  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Missoula  County 
health  officer.  Dr.  Kit  Johnson,  this  department  will  require 
that  the  following  conditions  be  met: 

1.  Each  lot  must  have  sufficient  room  for  installation  of  a 
subsurface  drainage  system  at  least  200  feet  from  the 
high  water  mark  of  the  Clearwater  River. 

2.  A municipal  water  system  must  be  provided. 

3.  The  Missoula  Air  Quality  Control  Region  is  designated 
Priority  II  for  particulates.  In  order  to  adequately 
protect  the  health  and  welfare  of  the  future  subdivision 
residents  as  well  as  the  residents  of  the  surrounding 
area,  the  Air  Quality  Bureau  supports  the  resolution 


m- 


■ i r-h 

r ' 


■ 

'■  V ‘X  • 


• ' I ’ . ' • - . I 

J .v;t:  a'.X-  j 

r>r iwi  • s, 

v’ *1  1 -j  r ,>■  it>r'.;  ;^'T:i«  , l dv*'.--!..'- »-n 

d"  ■'  , ;,  (-15  ?■  ■ r i ■•  .>:' ..  - ■ df  ’■'?  'Jc 

.r  : r.  .--n-.  . - l.qrj/r.-;':' 

;■-■'  ••  I'  ••■  ' ■,■•,•■■(-.  .’.[,  ■ \t..- -'Xkd.-;  -;-n:\gFud 

'.'■  ' 1 yv  * . it-r)  parii 


,.'y  ■' 


&!- 


‘t  i- 


; r-’ 


y I 


: ■ ^ ■ .•:i  -’f:-  '.^  ’'■  ' ■ 

. ■ ' ■'  :>•  r.  yj  - .■  , 

■>•  : '--C  \7'da'q  P'C  rc^'fU  y'  ^ 

i ' , ■-'■■■■'  p-jf  ';;! 'Vi  ■ "Ti  ,j.-r,."  „ 

• --ov-.  rt^' 

■■  ■ I'td*  '-'■■•r.  di. '■/,-<>.'<  -yyr* 

y^rf.  •<;y-y  i-  Ct’Y  r''Xv 

y/yj  ^■r'-'i'ddfqtr.ry  y--''-:'- ' 'tiA  wdd ‘I« 


Page  4 


of  the  Missoula  County  Commissioners  that  no  sub- 
division plats  should  be  accepted  unless  all  roads  are 
paved  prior  to  offering  the  lots  for  sale. 


This  draft  environmental  impact  statement  has  been  prepared  by 
Daniel  Vichorek,  Technical  Writer  for  the  Environmental  Sciences 
Division^,  from  information  supplied  by  the  developer » 
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DOUBLE  ARROW  RANCH  > 


Denartment  of  Health  and  Enoronmenta!  Sciences 


'C 


S J A"TS  OP  3V1Di\lXAJ\]/4  HELENA, MOMTANA  i9601 


July  2,  1973 


STATE  DOCUMENTS 


JL'L  1 0 1973 

Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Missoula 
City-County  Planning  Board,  Courthouse,  Missoula 
City-County  Health  Department,  Courthouse  Annex,  Missoula 
Montana  Fish  and  Game  Department,  Helena 
Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena 

Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning  and 
Economic  Development,  Helena 
Life  of  Montana,  Bdx  218,  Bozeman 
Ainsworth  Ss  Associates,  Box  298,  Missoula 
Don  Aldrich,  Montana  Vlildlife  Federation,  liissoula 
Dave  Nunnallee,  Branch  Office,  Box  IO3I,  Kalis pell 

Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212,  Venture  Center,  Missoula 
Library,  Helena 

Gentlemen: 

The  enclosed  final  environmental  impact  statement  has  been  prepared 
for  Double  Arrow  Phase  IV,  a proposed  subdivision  in  Missoula  County. 

This  is  submitted  for  your  review  and  comments . 

If  you  have  any  questions  or  comments,  please  feel  free  to  contact 
this  office. 


Sincerely  yours. 


D.  G.  VJillems,  P.S.,  Chief 
Water  Quality . Bureau 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 


DGW:AJG:vlf 
Enclosure 
Gc:  Ben  Wake 

The  Missoulian,  Missoula 
U.S.  Forest  Service,  Missoula 


MONTANA  STATE  LIBRARY 
930  East  Lyndale  Avenue 
’'laleno,  Mcn^ono  59601 
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MONTAriA  STATE  DSPARTMSOT  OF  HEALTH 
AND 

SNVIROOT''Er'ITAL  SCIENGES 

June  29,  1973 

FBIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEJ'ENT 
for 

Double  Arrow  Ranch  No.  4 

a proposed  subdivision  near  Seeley  Lake  in  Missoula  County,  f-fontana 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69-6504  (b)(3);  and  the 
act  controlling  both  public  and  private  water  supply  and  sewage  disposal  for  sub- 
divisions, Section  69-5001  through  5005;  and  the  act  to  control  water  pollution. 
Sections  69-4801  through  4827,  tbe  following  statement  was  prepared  by  the  Environ- 
mental Sciences  Division  of  the  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental 
Sciences,  concerning  the  above  subdivision,  for  which  a request  has  been  received 
for  removal  of  the  sanitary  restrictions.  State  law  requires  that  this  department 
remove  the  sanitary  restrictions  before  buildings  requiring  sewage  disposal  or 
water  supply  facilities  may  be  installed  on  subdivisions  with  lots  smaller  than 
five  acres . 

Additional  Information  on  this  subdivision  has  been  provided  by  Life  of  Montana 
Insurance  Company  as  o''.'mer  of  this  property  since  the  environmental  impact  statement 
vras  prepared  on  April  13,  1973-  Additional  information  includes  reports  on  septic 
tanks  and  dra infields  for  the  subdivision  by  Bowman,  Fergusen  and  Hanson  and  reports 
from  Thomas,  Dean  and  Hoskins,  Inc.  on  septic  tank  drainfields  and  wells  for  the 
subdivision  including  cost  comparison  data.  A report  was  prepared  by  Ihx  Botz, 
hydro geologist  of  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  on  a field 
trip  to  the  site. 

Location 


This  property  is  located  in  Sections  6,  7 and  12,  Tot-mship  I5  and  I6  north.  Range  l4 
and  15  west,  about  2.5  miles  east  of  the  village  of  Seeley  Lake.  It  is  bounded  on 
the  north  by  the  Lolo  National  Forest,  (see  attached  map) 

Description  of  the  proposed  developmient 

The  oTOers  of  the  land,  operating  through  Life  of  Montana,  a Bozeman  insurance  firm, 
propose  to  divide  770  acres  into  266  lots.  Stan  Cohen  of  Geo-Associates  Inc.,  of 
Missoula,  consultant  to  the  owners,  said  the  roughness  of  the  terrain  and  the  dis- 
tance from  the  highway  probably  would  result  in  the  construction  of  mainly  sumim^er 
homes  on  the  property.  It  is  proposed  that  water  would  be  supplied  through 
individual  wells.  Because  of  the  nature  of  the  heterogeneous  glacial  subsoil 
material,  it  is  conceivable  that  it  might  not  be  possible  to  drill  productive  wells 
on  all  lots . 

Max  Botz  in  his  report  also  stated  that  because  of  the  underlying  structure  of  the 
soil  in  the  area,  suitable  wells  would  be  difficult  to  predict  on  every  lot  in  the 
subdivision.  This  department  will  follow  the  request  of  the  Missoula  City-County 
Health  Departm.ent  that  a sui'bable  wall  should  be  drilled  and  water  obtained  before 
any  construction  begins  on  the  building  sites.  lir.  Botz  recomniends  that  all  propert^r 
purchasers  in  this  subdivision  be  advised  that  successful  nearby  wells  do  not  guarante 
that  all  wells  will  be  successful. 
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Thomas,  Dean  and  Hoskins,  Inc.,  consulting  engineers,  in  a letter  dated  Fay  25,  1973, 
stated  that  there  are  six  veils  drilled  within  the  subdivision  area.  These  wells  are 
spaced  throughout  the  subdivision  to  indicate  that  water  is  available  in  all  quadrants 
of  the  plat  and  at  a variety  of  ground  elevations.  It  is  stated  in  this  letter  that 
there  is  reasonable  assurance  that  water  is  a^/ailable  throughout  the  subdivision  area. 
Minimuni  production  of  'the  wells  was  7 gpai  and  ranged  i:p  to  gpm.  A sus'tained  yield 
of  five  gallons  per  minute  is  considered  adequate  for  one  household. 

The  ground  elevations  of  the  six  wells  ranged  from  4,220  to  4,740  feet.  Elevations 
within  the  development  range  from  4,120  to  4,910  feet. 

Individual  septic  tanks  would  be  used  for  sewage  disposal  Because  of  varying  soil 
and  groundwater  conditions  throughout  the  subdivision,  and  considering  the  steepness 
of  some  building  sites,  all  lots  may  not  be  suitable  for  septic  tank  use.  Those  of 
questionable  suitability  wiJJ.  remain  under  sanitary  restriction. 

A report  on  this  subdivision  was  prepared  on  May  15,  1973  by  Professor  C.G.  Bo’vman, 

Dr.  Hayden  Ferguson  and  Dr.  Thomas  Hanson,  stating  that  soils  in  the  area  are  rocky 
sandy  loam  and  loamy  sand  with  permeability  test  that  ranges  from  60  inches  per  hour 
to  3 inches  per  hour.  This  report  states  that  there  is  absolutely  no  reason  to 
expect  failures  in  drainfields  that  are  properly  placed. 

In  a letter  dated  f'fe.y  l8,  1973  from  Thomas,  Dean  and  Hoskins,  Inc.,  consulting 
engineers,  from  a lot-by-lot  survey,  it  is  noted  that  they  feel  that  all  the  lots 
except  lots  4l,  50,  51,  52,  71,  111  and  133  have  suitable  areas  for  septic  tank 
drainfields.  Because  of  lack  of  location  stakes,  this  letter  also  recommends  that 
lots  l46,  147,  150,  152,  153,  155  and  157  be  deleted  from  the  present  lifting  of 
sanitary  restrictions.  The  lots  noted  by  number  in  this  paragraph  would  also  be 
deleted  from  approval  of  this  subdivision. 

Roads  would  be  graveled.  Some  cut  and  fill  would  be  required  for  building  roads 
and  preparing  homesites  in  the  steeper  area.  The  Department  of  Health's  "Environ- 
mental Protection  Guidelines  for  Road  Construction  and  N!aintenance  to  Prevent  Water 
Pollution"  have  been  sent  to  the  developers . 

Topography  and  soils 


Approximately  60  per  cent  of  the  land  is  relatively  level,  and  the  rest  is  hilly, 
with  the  varying  soil  and  water  characteristics  often  found  in  glaciated  areas 
common  to  the  entire  area  of  the  proposed  development. 

Timber  on  the  land  has  been  cut  over  at  least  once,  with  only  reject  and  second  or 
third  growth  trees  remaining.  Mountain  Greek  flows  to  the  southwest  through  the 
northern  portion  of  the  property.  There  are  some  swampy  areas  and  several  small 
springs  on  the  property.  Some  of  the  lots  have  back  slopes  exceeding  25  per  cent, 
but  have  been  surveyed  to  include  building  sites  ranging  from  8 to  15  percent,  which 
the  developers'  engineer  said  was  adaptable  to  septic  tank  and  drainfield  systems. 

The  770  acres  here  under  consideration  is  only  one  phase  of  a proposed  four -phase 
development  on  a 3^00  acre  ranch,  portions  of  which  already  have  been  subdivided. 

Impacts 


The  impact  of  this  subdivision  would  be  substantial.  As  Mr.  Large  of  the  Forest 
Service  noted  in  his  comments  on  Lhe  draft  statem^..  "Rccr.;ah^w-.-l  ane- of  joth  .no 
Bob  ih-rshall  and  Seeley  Lake  has  increased  rapidly  over  the  past  several  years,  and 
the  day  is  rapidly  approaching  when  use  limitations  will  have  to  be  initiated  to 
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protect  the  very  values  that  attract  people  to  the  area.  Recreational  homes ite 

development  will  help  hasten  the  day  when  such  controls  are  needed." 

Mr.  Large  wrote  also  that  the  development  would  degrade  the  scenic  quality  of  the 
Highway  209  scenic  corridor. 

The  Fish  and  Game  Department  said  the  habitation  of  266  lots  on  this  property  coiald 
have  a substantial  impact  on  game  animals  in  the  area.  The  selective  tree  cutting 
used  on  the  area  in  the  past  opened  the  forest  canopy  and  allowed  the  growth  of 

forage  plants  of  the  type  used  by  deer  and  elk  in  the  winter.  The  extent  of  use 

by  deer  and  elk  is  not  known,  but  could  be  significant. 

As  previously  noted,  there  is  a potential  for  ground  and  surface  water  pollution,  if 
care  is  not  taken  in  installing  drainfields  and  septic  tanks.  Further  testing  will 
be  required  on  some  lots  before  septic  tank  installation  is  allowed. 

Some  erosion  probably  would  result  from  the  cut  and  fill  needed  to  build  roads 
and  level  building  sites. 

Tnere  should  be  little  potential  for  air  pollution,  except  for  some  possible  dust 
blowing  from  denuded  cut  and  fill  and  road  areas . Some  visual  and  odor  problems 
might  result  if  horses  and  other  stock  were  allowed. 

Mosquitoes  could  be  a serious  problem  in  'the  summer,  as  noted  in  the  Forest 
Service  comments . 

Dr.  Kit  Johnson,  Missoula  County  Health  Officer,  said  the  time  spent  by  the  co’onty 
sanitarians  on  this  development  could  cost  up  to  $19^000.  Offsetting  this  is  the 
estimated  tax  revenue  of  $138,370  that  would  accrue  if  each  of  the  lots  were 
developed  to  an  assessed  value  of  $25,000. 

The  county  accepted  payment  of  $350  per  acre,  or  $22,400,  in  lieu  of  dedication 
of  parkland. 

Alternatives  available  to  this  department 


From  an  environmental  viewpoint,  an  alternative  for  this  subdivision  probably  would 
be  to  subdivide  the  land  on  a cluster  grid  system,  with  the  large  areas  along  the 
creek  valleys  and  the  steep  hill  faces  viewed  as  a public  trust.  As  noted  by 
Dr.  Johnson  in  his  response  to  the  draft  statement,  such  a subdivision  technique 
would  have  the  advantages  of  reducing  the  road  mileage  to  a length  that  could  be 
hard  surfaced.  Further,  such  a plan  would  reduce  the  mileage  of  pipe  needed  to 
install  a municipal  water  or  sewage  system,  which  would  eliminate  the  concern  with 
septic  tanks  and  wells.  The  developer  stated  that  cluster  development  is  less 
desirable  from  the  homeowners  standpoint,  as  he  purchases  property  such  as  this  so 
nei^bors  are  not  close  by. 

However,  this  department  has  no  authority  to  regulate  the  subdivisions,  other  than 
in  requiring  compliance  with  state  laws  in  the  installation  and  operation  of  water 
supply  and  sewage  disposal  facilities. 

One  alternate  considered  was  the  possibility  of  installing  municipal  ■'•rater  and  sewa 
disposal  systems . Cost  data  of  a consulting  engineering  firm  notes  that  the  averag 
cost  per  lot  for  individual  sys-tera  for  sewers  are  estimated  at  an  average  cost  of 
$1,000  per  lot  with  an  average  estimated  cost  of  $18,200  per  lot  for  a municiual 
ins'tallation  for  the  subdivision.  It  is  also  estimated  that  the  average  cost  per 
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lot  of  an  individual  water  supply  by  a well  will  be  $2,000  and  by  a municipal  water 
system  with  five  pressure  districts  at  $9,500. 

Also,  if  the  municipal  systems  were  designed  for  the  projected  eventual  population 
of  the  development,  the  systems  would  not  work  well,  if  at  all,  with  the  far  smaller 
population  that  likely  would  reside  in  the  area  for  the  first  few  years. 

If  the  area  were  used  primarily  by  summer  home  owners,  as  expected,  there  would  be 
serious  problems  in  maintaining  the  municipal  systems  during  the  winter. 

Another  alternative  available  to  this  department  is  to  remove  the  sanitary  restrictions 
only  on  those  lots  believed  amenable  to  individual  septic  and  water  systems,  leaving 
the  restrictions  in  effect  on  questionable  lots.  This  will  be  done  on  this  subdivision. 

Short  term-long  term  comparisons 


The  gradual  degradation  of  the  scenic  values  in  this  area  is  a significant  impact. 
As  the  land  is  gradually  degraded  by  subdivisions  and  other  developments,  it  will 
become  less  valuable  for  its  scenic  and  recreational  values.  The  total  impact  of 
human  activities  on  this  immediate  area  cannot  be  evaluated  at  this  time,  other 
than  to  say  that  the  total  environmental  impact  will  in  time  be  huge. 

Irreversible  commitment  of  resources 


The  land  would  be  lost  into  the  foreseeable  future  for  gams  range,  domestic  stock 
pasture  and  timberland.  As  noted  above,  scenic  values  would  be  lost. 

Comments 

Under  the  heading  of  Environmental  Impact  in  the  report  of  C.  C.  Bowman,  the 
following  is  stated: 

The  potential  for  polluting  surface  and  groundwater  is  minimal  providing  the 
drainfialds  are  properly  located  and  designed.  Those  lots  which  appear  to  be 
steep,  have  benches  or  plateaus  which  provide  excellent  building  sites. 

Dra infields  must  be  developed  on  the  contour  and  with  sufficient  field  area  to 
accommodate  the  size  and  use  of  the  dwelling. 

The  timber  on  the  many  lots  is  of  little  commercial  value  at  this  time. 

This  area  has  been  cut  over  at  a previous  date  and  only  the  reject  and  third 
growth  trees  are  available  at  this  time. 

The  roads  which  exist  at  this  time  are  those  developed  for  logging  purposes'. 
The  banks  of  these  roads  are  stable.  Those  which  are  steeper  than  the  angle 
of  repose  can  be  back  sloped  and  reseeded  without  changing  the  aesthetics . 

The  forage  present  throughout  this  area  has  little  value  for  pasturing  of 
livestock  or  wild  gam.e.  The  majority  of  the  grass  is  known  as  pine  grass 
and  bear  grass.  Both  are  of  very  poor  quality.  Small  areas  of  timothy 
and  bunch  grass  exist  in  open  areas.  Scrub  ash,  willows  and  moss  on  the  trees 
are  the  only  source  of  forage  of  any  quantity.  Because  of  the  poor  forage, 
game  animals  do  not  stay  in  the  area. 

Packers,  outfitters  and  local  residents  indicate  the  Double  Arrow  Ranch  is 
not  the  prime  area  for  the  migration  or  wintering  of.  wild  ga.ne Xost  wMl?- 
game  migrate  to  the  east  and  southeast  toward  the  game  range . 

The  plan  of  widely  dispersed  summer  homes  vrith  limited  use  should  have  little 
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impact  on  wildlife.  The  control  of  cats  and  dogs  in  the  area  rests  with 
the  landowners  association.  If  such  animals  molest  the  wildlife,  control 
can  be  exercised. 

This  area  is  in  a heavy  precipi'tation  area.  Dixring  the  winter  months,  snow 

will  be  a problem  for  travellers;  therefore,  it  can  be  expected  that  a very 

small  number  of  the  homes  in  Phase  IV  will  be  used  for  a year  round  bases. 

The  majority  of  the  homes  will  be  used  from  early  summer  to  early  fall. 

It  is  recommended  that  observation  wells  be  installed,  with  perforated  pipe  to 
a depth  of  8 to  10  feet,  to  determine  the  depth  to  groundwater  on  lots  that  appear 

to  have  high  groundwater.  Vfater  levels  should  be  observed  for  at  least  one  year. 

Lots  with  high  groundwater  where  no  suitable  location  could  be  found  for  drain- 
fields  were  129,  130,  132,  133,  111  and  1^1.  Sanitary  restrictions  on  these  lots 
will  remain  in  effect  pending  further  study. 

Other  lots  in  the  steep  western  area  where  limited  area  would  be  available  for 
drainfields  are  14T,  I50,  I52,  I53,  I55  and  157-  Sanitary  restrictions  on  these 
lots  will  remain  in  effect  until  suitable  sites  are  found  for  house  and  drainfield. 

Thirty  days  after  the  issue  of  this  statement,  this  department  will  remove  the 
sanitary  restrictions,  with  the  noted  exceptions,  unless  new  information  indicating 
the  probability  of  water  pollution  or  lack  of  water  supply  comes  to  our  attention. 

The  removal  would  be  made  with  the  understanding  that  the  county  health  department 
would  inspect  the  installation  of  all  sewage  disposal  and  water  supply  facilities, 
as  required  by  county  regulation. 

Life  of  Montana  has  submitted  a Declaration  of  Protective  Property  Rights  through 
the  Double  Arrow  Ranch  Conservation  Association  in  which  Sections  I9  and  20  cover 
the  grantor's  guarantee  of  availability  of  water  and  the  effect  and  duration  of 
covenants  as  noted: 

Section  19.  GRANTOR'S  GUARANTKEl  OF  AVAILABILITY  OF  WATER:  The  Grantor 
covenants  and  agrees  that  if  within  three  (3)  years  after  the  purchase  of  a lot, 
said  puschaser  shall  discover  after  appropriate  tests  made,  that  a water  well 
satisfactory  to  the  health  department  of  Missoula  County  cannot  be  produced  upon  such 
lot,  said  purchaser  shall  have  the  option  to  exchange  said  lot  for  a lot  upon 
which  a satisfactory  water  well  can  be  produced,  and  if  no  such  lot  is  available, 
said  purchaser  shall  have  the  option  to  reconvey  said  lot  to  the  Grantor  and  receive 
a refund  of  the  purchase  price  paid  therefor. 

Section  20.  EFFECT  AND  DURATION  OF  COVENAJJTS:  The  conditions,  restrictions, 
stipulations,  agreements,  and  covenants  contained  herein  shall  be  binding  upon  each 
lot  within  the  Premises  and  each  Owner  of  property  therein,  his  successors,  represen- 
tatives, and  assigns,  and  shall  continue  in  full  force  and  effect  until  January  1, 
2000,  at  which  time  they  shall  be  automatically  extended  for  successive  periods  of 
ten  (10)  years  each,  unless  otherwise  terminated  or  modified  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  Section  21  of  this  Article. 

It  is  recommended  by  this  Department  to  approve  all  lots  except  lots  4l,  50,  5I, 

52,  71,  111,  129,  130,  132,  133,  146,  147,  150,  152,  153,  155  and  157.  It  is  also 
recommended  that  approval  of  this  subdivision  for  removal  of  sanitary  restrictions 
be  contingent  on  the  provision  that  all  property  purchasers  in  this  subdivision  be 
advised  that  successful  nearby  wells  do  not  guarantee  that  all  wells  will  be 
successful.  In  the  event  a successful  well  cannot  be  prcvi'^ed:  “^-t  a de’^th.  Ie"s 
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350  feet  on  a lot,  the  o'vmer  shall  provide  an  acceptable  alternate  method  of 
water  supply  to  the  site  or  provide  an  alternate  site  to  the  purchaser. 


This  statement  was  prepared  by  Daniel  Vichorek,  Technical  VJriter,  using  information 
furnished  by  the  developer.  Life  of  Montana,  and  by  Mr.  A1  Gasvoda,  Architect,  Water 
Quality  Bureau. 


May  8,  1973 


Dr.  John  S.  Anderson,  Director 
Department  of  Health  and  Environmental 
Sciences 

Helena,  Montana  59601 


Attention:  Mr.  D.  G.  Willems 


! Dear  Dr.  Anderson: 

The  following  comments  are  submitted  pursuant  to  your  letter 
of  April  13  regarding  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  for 
Double  Arrow  Ranch  Phase  IV,  Missoula  County. 

^ We  note  the  tract  in  question  is  bounded  on  the  north  by  the 

Lolo  National  Forest.  It  is  further  noted  that  the  subdivision  is 
of  considerable  size  with  a potential  for  seasonal  use  by  266  fam- 
ilies. It  is  therefore  not  unreasonable  to  assume  that  Lolo  Forest 
officials  would  be  interested  in  reviewing  the  EIS  for  this  devel- 
opment, the  secondary  effects  of  which  may  influence  future  forest 
management  decisions  in  the  area. 

This  reviewer  is  primarily  concerned  with  the  apparent  fragility 
of  the  area,  the  apparent  lack  of  any  protective  covenants,  and  the 
feasibility  for  enforcement  of  sanitary  restrictions  considering  the 
large  size  of  the  subdivision  and  the  work  load  imposed  upon  the 
average  county  sanitarian. 

We  wish  to  compliment  those  responsible  for  preparing  this  EIS 
for  inclusion  of  a map.  Maps  are  usually  quite  useful  for  assessing 
impact. 

Thank  you  for  your  efforts  toward  compliance  with  the  MEPA. 

Sincerely, 

FLETCHER  E.  NEWBY 

Executive  Director 

► 

By. 


Loren  L.  Bahls,  Ph.D. 
Staff  Ecologist 
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May  31,  1973 


Mr.  A1  Gasvoda 

State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 
Helena,  Montana  59601 

Dear  Mr.  Gasvoda: 

The  enclosed  comments  and  field  report  should  be  attached  to  the 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  of  Double  Arrow  Ranch,  Phase  IV. 


Sincerely, 


Kit  Johnson,  M.  D. , M.P.H. 
Health  Officer 
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Enc.  Comments 

Field  Report 
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COMMENTS  ON  MONTANA  STATE  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCES  DRAFT 


OF  ENVIRON^IENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  FOR  DOUBLE  ARROW  RANCH,  PHASE  IV,  dated  April  13, 

1973. 


Description  of  Proposed  Action; 

One  of  the  major  problems  confronting  the  Health  Department  in  evaluating  this 
subdivision  is  its  size.  This  would  not  be  a problem  if  the  770  acres  were  of 
roughly  a uniform  quality  relative  to  their  capacity  to  produce  water  for  domestic 
supplies  and  their  ability  to  absorb  domestic  sewage  from  a subsurface  disposal 
system:  however,  that  is  not  the  case;  although,  roughtly  60%  of  the  land  is 
relatively  level  and  of  uniform  terrain,  there  is  another  40%  of  the  property 
v/hich  is  hilly,  v;ith  varying  water  problems.  This  subdivision  would  not  have 
required  as  much  expenditure  of  public  health  resources  if  it  had  haen  platted 
in  at  least  two  sections,  one  containing  the  primarily  flat  areas,  and  one  con- 
taining the  primarily  hilly  areas. 

Although  it  is  stated  that  the  construction  X’/ill  be  mainly  summer  homes,  the 
prospectus  as  issued  by  the  company  describes  this  property  as  being  available 
for  summer  homes  and  retirement  homes:  the  retirem.ant  homes  by  inference  probably 
means  year  around  habitation.  Also  recreational  hom.es  in  this  country  often 
implies  year  around  recreation,  with  the  increase  of  sno\<nnobiling,  cross  country 
skiing,  etc. 

The  problem  of  providing  domestic  X'zater  to  many  of  these  lots  may  be  considerable. 
Tt  is  highly  possible  that  soma  lots  will  require  two  to  three  wells  to  be  drilled 
to  several  hundred  feet  before  water  may  be  located,  and  even  then,  water  may  not 
be  obtainable.  Although  the  developer's  representatives  stated  to  us  that  the 
company  would  make  other  property  available  in  this  case,  this  still  renresants 
a considerable  loss  of  money  on  the  part  of  the  property  investor,  as  he  m.ay  have 
spent  several  thousand  dollars  and  still  not  have  water  on  any  property.  The 
problem  here  is  to  xvhat  extent  should  any  public  agency  go  to  protect  the  rights 
of  a private  investor.  On-  the  one  hand  these  lots  are  being  sold  as  a private 
building  lots  for  recreational  or  year  around  dwellings,  which  by  its  very  nature 
implies  domestic  water  supply  x^ould  be  available,  on  the  other,  x-ze  have  no  clear 
mandate  by  legislation  to  protect  the  buyer  in  this  case.  It  is  possible  that 
if  a high  proportion  of  these  lots  should  prove  not  to  have  x<;ater,  or  require 
investment  in  txjo  to  three  wells  at  a high  cost  to  the  property  owner,  a class 
action  suit,  supported  by  the  Health  Department  against  the  developer  to  achieve 
recompense  may  be  necessary. 

Topography  and  Soils: 

I refer  to  the  amended  field  reports  of  Mr.  Cliff  Foy  relative  to  this  property. 
The  presence  of  a great  deal  of  silt  on  some  of  these  lots  is  significant  as 
this  tends  to  become  clogged  relatively  rapidly  by  sub-surface  sex«7aga  disposal 
systems . 

An  agreement  x-/as  reached  x-xith  the  developer  that  lots  as  mentioned  in  Mr.  Fo^x's 
report  will  require  more  detailed  information  before  the  sanitary  restrictions 
should  be  lifted. 
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Eaviroamental  Inpact: 


The  potential  for  pollution  of  surface  and  ground  water  exists  as  noted,  and 
cannot  be  adequately  insured  against;  although,  this  Department  will  endeavor 
as  far  as  possible  to  prevent  installation  of  sewage  systems  x-^ith  a high 
possibility  of  contaminating  the  ground  x^7ater.  Again,  the  loss  of  investment 
in  the  property  may  fall  upon  the  buyer,  rather  than  the  developer,  because  it 
is  categorically  impossible  for  us  to  say  that  each  of  the  266  lots  X'?!!! 
adequately  hold  sub-surface  sewage  xjithout  becoming  a public  hazard. 

One  of  the  principal  reasons  this  development  has  an  adverse  environmental  impact 
is  because  the  grid  system  of  platting  x<;as  used.  There  is  a great  potential 
that' the  environment  x/hich  people  are  presumably  buying  these  lots  to  enjoy  xjill 
be  destroyed,  i.e.,  individual  lot  ot-mers  may  use  land  at  their  discretion 
relative  to  litter,  outbuildings,  and  fencing  across  natural  streams  and  x«;alkx^ays, 
natural  game  paths,  etc.  Although  there  are  provisions  in  the  covenant  for 
landoxi7ners ' association  x^hich  X';ould  appear  to  be  a safeguard  against  the 
aforementioned  problems,  experience  in  many  parts  of  the  country  indicates  that 
many  of  these  covenants  and  associations  often  fail  to  do  their  duty. 

Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Action: 

A fourth  alternative  to  the  proposed  action  xv^ould  be  to  subdivide  the  land,  using 
the  cluster  grid  system,  with  the  large  areas  along  the  creek  valleys  and  the 
steep  hill  faces  viewed  as  a public  trust.  This  xjould  have  the  advantage  of 

A.  Preserving  the  environaiant  in  its  most  natural  state'  for  future 
generations  to  use; 

B.  Reducing  the  road  mileage  to  an  acceptable  level  for  hard  surfacing  of 
the  roads;  and 

C.  Reducing  the  mileage  of  water  system  or  sewer  system  required  to  where 
it  might  be  economically  feasible.  This  is  especially  important  as  it 
is  highly  possible  that  many  of  the  lots  may  not  be  able  to  develop 
individual  domestic  xv^ells,  except  at  great  expense  to  the  lot  oxraer. 

Five.  Although  it  may  not  be  economically  feasible  at  this  time  to  develop 
this  land  as  it  should  be  developed  to  maintain  its  optimal  recreational 
values  for  future  generations  of  this  county,  it  certainly  could  be  held  for 
development  until  such  time  ns  is  economical  to  install  municipal  water  and 
sex«7age  systems. 

Irreversible  Commitment  of  Resources: 

It  is  obvious  that  the  major  irreversible  commitment  of  resources  here  is  the 
land.  Onoe  this  land  is  subdivided  into  2 and  c ae-halfi  or  three  acre  parcels,  it 
is  lost  for  any  other  purposes  to  all  generations.  A step  of  this  nature  with 
rapidly  disappearing  semi-Xvrilderness  land  should  not  be  taken  lightly.  This  is 
particularly  true  as  less  than  optimal  use  is  being  made  of  this  land  for 
recreational  purposes,  whereas  in  another  five  to  fiteen  years  it  may  be 
economically  feasible  to  develop  this  land  in  an  optimal  manner. 
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Comments : 


One  of  the  significant  impacts  this  subdivision  v^ill  have  is  on  the  cost  to  the 
local  taxpayer.  County  and  State  governments  should  consider  the  total  cost 
of  providing  services  to  this  property.  In  terms  of  cost  to  the  Health 
Department,  each  one  of  these  plats  will  require  two  inspections  by  a sanitarian. 
One  to  initially  approve  of  the  location  of  a sub-surface  sewage  system,  and  a 
second  to  approve  the  installed  system  before  it  is  covered.  This  requires 
six  hours  per  plat,  or  a total  of  1,600  hours  of  sanitarians’  time  if  provided 
these  plats  are  developed  one  at  a time.  Of  course  we  recognize  that  this 
probably  will  not  happen,  and  there  will  be  some  duplication  possible.  However, 
it  is  likely  that  the  sanitarians’  time  required  for  this  subdivision  will  be 
between  400  and  1200  hours.  At  today’s  prices  the  maximum  cost  to  the  County 
could  be  asjound  $19,000,  with  a probable  range  of  $5,000  to  $15,000  for 
sanitary  inspections.  0 n the  other  hand  the  County  will  recover  only  $2,666 
in  sanitary  inspection  fees  from  these  plats. 


Kit  G.  Johnson,  M.  D. , M.P.H. 
Health  Officer 
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DOUBLE  ARROW  RANCil 
Ainmended  Field  Report 


June  1 , 1973 


This  department  has  made  three  subsequent  visits  to  the  site  of  the 
Phase  IV  development.  As  a result  of  these  visits,  the  following  con- 
clusions have  been  reached. 

First  in  regard  to  the  soil  and  to  my  previous  criticism  of  Stan 
Cohen's  report,  we  took  some  soil  samples  and  sent  them  to  an  indepen- 
dent soils  testing  laboratory,  and  the  lab  test  has  shovm  the  soil  to 
be  a silty  soil  instead  of  clay.  Therefore,  we  feel  that  Stan  Cohen's 
original  classification  of  the  soil  was  correct.  The  soil  does  fall 
well  into  a classification  that  will  accept  subsurface  sewage;  however, 
silty  soil  still  causes  problems  on  slopes. 

During  our  original  inspection,  \<fe  found  soil  profile  holes  with 
water  to  four  feet  from  the  surface.  Max  Botz,  from  the  State  Depart- 
ment of  Health,  accompanied  m.e  on  one  of  the  inspection  visits,  and  he 
speculated  that  the  areas  in  which  the  water  was  showing  in  the  soil 
profile  holes  was  occuring  because  of  an  underlying  clay  strata.  The 
lots  in  question  were  lots  129,  130,  132,  133,  111  and  41.  Other  holes 
that  were  showing  evidence  of  water  seepage  during  the  first  visit  were 
located  in  snring  areas  or  in  drainage  area;  however,  suitable  locations 
have  been  found  on  these  lots  for  the  installation  of  sewage  disposal 
systems.  Therefore,  this  department  is  requesting  that  the  sanitary 
restrictions  on  the  above  listed  lots  be  held  pending  further  study. 

I commented  on  the  original  report  regarding  the  steepness  of  many 
of  the  upper  western  lots  in  the  subdivision.  Thomas  Dean  and  Associates, 
an  engineering  firm  from  Great  Falls,  has  assured  me  that  because  of  the 
size  of  the  lots  that  roads  can  be  constructed  up  the  hill  on  these  lots 
to  flat  places  that  are  suitable  for  drainfields. 

Because  of  the  limited  area  available  to  drainfields  on  some  of 
these  lots,  this  departm.ent  is  requesting  that  the  sanitary  restrictions 
not  be  lifted  on  lots  147,  150,  152,  153,  155  and  157  until  the  house 
and  drainfield  is  located. 

Max  Botz  also  states  that  because  of  the  underlying  structure  of 
the  soil  in  the  area  suitable  wells  ^/ould  be  difficult  to  predict  on 
every  lot  in  the  subdivision.  For  this  reason,  this  department  feels 
that  a suitable  well  should  be  drilled  and  water  obtained  before  any 
construction  begins  on  the  building  sites. 

In  conclusion,  I have  not  yet  visited  every  single  lot  on  the  sub- 
division and  cannot  categorically  state  that  all  lots  are  ideal  as 
building  sites.  However,  with  reasonable  caution  and  careful  placement 
of  water  and  sewage,  no  public  health  problems  should  occur.  To  assure 
that  an  adequate  placement  of  the  well,  the  house  and  the  sewage  is  made; 
this  department  requests  that  a detailed  plot  plan  showing  the  location 
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of  the  wall,  the  house  and  sex-zage  disposal  system  be  approved  by  the 
building  committee  of  Phase  IV  and  presented  to  the  Health  Department 
prior  to  the  issuing  of  a sewage  disposal  permit.  Further  testing  and 
evaluation  of  the  lots  on  which  the  sanitary  restrictions  have  not  been 
lifted  will  be  required. 

With  these  restrictions  in  mind,  I would  recommend  that  the  sani- 
tary restrictions  be  lifted  on  the  remaining  lots. 


June  1,  1973 
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Helena,  Montana  59601 
May  11,  1973 


\3  W-'^ 


Mr.  Don  Willems,  Chief 
Water  Quality  Bureau 

Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 
Helena,  Montana  59601 

Dear  Don: 

As  requested  in  your  memo  of  April  13,  our  regional  office  has 
reviewed  the  impact  statement  for  the  Double  Arrow  Ranch,  Phase  IV. 

As  you  can  tell  from  the  lengthy  commentary,  this  development 
is  going  to  have  a substantial  impact  on  the  wildlife  population.  Any 
steps  your  department  can  take  to  protect  the  fish  and  wildlife  habitat 
of  this  state  will  be  greatly  appreciated. 

I also  believe  the  discrepancies  in  the  impact  assessment  noted 
in  our  review  should  be  corrected. 


Sincerely, 


JAMES  A.  POSEWITZ,  ADME^TISTRATGR 
EHVIROMENT  AND  INFORMATION  DIVISION 


JAP/sd 


cc:  Fletcher  Newby 

Robert  Rothweiler 
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STATE  OF  MONTANA 
DEPARTMENT  OF  FISH  AND  GAME 
HELENA,  MONTANA 


M-emorandum 

vies  Woodgerd  Attn:  Jiia  Posewitz  date.  May  8^  1973 

Jim  Ford  by  Robert  Rothweiler 

Comments  on  environmental  impact  statement  for  Double  Arrow  Ranch 
Phase  IV. 

The  area  within  the  proposed  sub-di-'/ision  has  had  excellent  hunting  for 
both  deer  and  elk.  However,  in  recent  years  increased  developments,  including 
logging  and  associated  roads  and  construction  of  residences  and  recreational 
homes  and  the  expansion  of  recreational  use  has  had  an  adverse  effect  on  game 
populations.  Similar  developments  in  other  locations  of  Montana  have  altered 
food  and  cover  habitat  for  big  game  animals. 

The  proposed  sub-division  is  near  the  Blackfoot-Clsamxater  Game  Range. 
The  i-bntara  Fish  and  Game  Commission  purchased  this  area  for  use  by  wintering 
big  game  animals.  The  development  of  this  sub-division  could  have  an  effect 
on  the  patterns  of  movement  of  animals  onto  this  range. 

The  impact  statement  indicates  "because  the  area  is  heavily  timbered  it 
probably  is  not  a forage  ground  for  deer  or  ellc  although  it  might  be  part  of 
the  migration  route."  The  steeper  southwest  and  west-facing  slopes  are 
wintering  areas  for  deer  and  elk.  The  area  is  heavily  timbered,  but  m.any  of 
these  steeper  slopes  and  ridges  have  been  logged  by  selective  cutting;  this 
opened  the  forest  canopy.  Forage  plants  are  available  for  vrintering  deer  and 
elk.  These  include  ceanothus  (Ceanothus  velutinus ) , Service  berry  (Amelanchier 
mountain  maple  (Acer  g la brim) , and  Oregon  grape  (Berberis  repens ) . Service 
berry  and  mountain  maple  are  in  a heavily  used  condition.  There  vras  some  use 
of  these  plants  this  past  winter;  however,  because  of  weather  conditions  they 
were  not  heavily  used.  Grass  is  available  for  elk  winter  forage.  There  is 
some  use  on  this  grass;  however,  it  could  have  been  used  by  elk  or  domestic 
livestock.  I wouU  have  to  object  to  the  statement  indicating  that  this  area 
was  not  a forage  ground  for  big  game  ardmals. 

It  is  UTiderstandable  why  the  area  would  be  desirable  for  summer  homes. 
From  the  higher  slopes  a person  can  see  the  Mission  Mountains,  the  lower  end 
of  the  Swan  range,  most  of  Seeley  lake  and  portionn  of  the  CleanNater  Valley. 
Also,  a person  can  see  extensive  clear  cuts  on  forrested  land  to  the  north. 
Because  of  these  extensive  cuts  this  project  area  may  have  high  value  for 
deer  and  elk  cover.  This  would  be  lost  vrhen  the  area  is  "settled". 

Test  holes  by  the  developer  indicate  that  gravel  occurs  within  two 
feet  of  the  surface  throughout  miost  of  the  property  area.  High  ground  water 
I is  indicated  by  numerous  bog  areas  and  springs,  especially  those  parts  of 
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the  project  below  the  steeper  slopes o Because  of  this  topography,  possible 
pollution  of  surface  and  ground  water  could  result  from  drainage  from  septic 
tanks*  The  plattin-g  ard  the  size  of  the  lots  may  create  ground  water  contamination, 
I recommend  that  the  septic  systems  on  the  project  be  closed  systems » The 
impact  statement  states  that  Phase  IV  is  only  one  part  of  the  development  project 
for  the  entire  3600  acre  rancho  Other  parts  of  the  ranch  have  already  been  sub- 
divided. However,  I saw  little  evidence  that  the  ranch  is  being  developed.  It 
would  be  difficult  to  say  tbat  this  proposed  sub-division  is  in  residential  areas. 

Considering  that  770  acres  vrill  be  sub-divided  into  266  lots,  the  impact 
of  people  coming  into  the  area  vrill  have  considerable  effect  on  game  animals . 

I would  say  the  greatest  impact  on  wildlife  will  be  just  by  people  moving  into 
the  area. 
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United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 

FOREST  SERVICE 
Lolo  National  Forest 

Missoula.  Montana  59801 


ADDRESS  REPLY  TO 
FOREST  SUPERVISOR 
AND  REFER  TO 

1940 

May  29,  1973 


State  of  Montana 
Department  of  Health  and 
Environmental  Sciences 
Helena,  Montana  59601 

Dear  Sirs: 

This  letter  contains  our  comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  Double  Arrow  Ranch  Subdivision  - Phase  IV. 

Our  interest  in  this  development  is  threefold.  First,  there  is 
National  Forest  land  contiguous  to  the  proposed  development  and  much 
more  in  the  immediate  vicinity.  Second,  the  Forest  Service  provides 
most  of  the  public  outdoor  recreation  facilities  on  the  Glearrvfater 
Chain  of  Lakes,  of  which  Seeley  Lake,  a few  miles  from  the  Double 
Arrow  Pvanch,  is  the  largest  and  most  popular.  Third,  State  Highway  209, 
otherwise  known  as  the  Swan  River  Forest  Highway,  passes  just  to  the 
west  of  the  proposed  development. 

There  are  several  onsite  and  offsite  factors  that  warrant  further 
consideration  in  the  planning  for  this  development. 

Onsite  Factors 


Glacial  material  such  as  that  in  the  Seeley-Sx'/an  area  is  noted  for 
its  variable  and  heterogeneous  character.  Discontinuous  clay  layers, 
gravel  and  sand  lenses  and  impermeable  clay  to  boulder  mixtures  are 
common.  These  will  control  eff lucent  and  groundwater  routing,  but 
their  depth  and  extent  are  extremely  difficult  to  predict.  That  these 
controls  exist  is  borne  out  by  the  soil  profiles  and  the  presence  of 
”a  few  swampy  areas, "several  small  springs”  and  mention  of  high 
groundwater  area  in  R.  A.  Ainsworth's  correspondence  of  4/4/73. 

On  the  average,  each  point  sampled  represents  roughly  12  acres  or 
four  building  sites.  In  glacial  material  such  as  this,  it  is  not 
reasonable  to  extrapolate  information  from  one  sample  point  over  an 
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area  of  12  acres  for  sanitary  design. 

The  matter  of  adequate  water  is  also  open  to  question.  Perched 
aquifers  of  low  volume,  effects  of  draw  down  by  260  wells,  aquifer 
recharge  and  impermeable  clay  to  boulder  material  may  vzell  preclude 
adequate  total  supply.  Our  o^m  experience  such  as  a 500’  deep  dry 
hole  at  Holland  Lake  and  a 700'  well  with  brackish  water  at  Big  Larch 
Campground  is  indicative  of  \driat  can  be  expected  when  wells  are 
drilled  in  glacial  material.  As  a generalization,  it  is  our  experience 
that  wells  in  glacial  material  in  this  region,  if  successful  at  all, 
yield  2 to  5 gpm  from  100’  to  200'  depth. 

It  is  my  belief  that  individual  wells  and  subsurface  sewage  disposal 
systems  are  not  advisable  for  a subdivision  of  this  size  on  glacial 
terrain . 

We  checked  with  Ainsworth  and  Associates,  engineers  for  this  subdivision, 
to  see  how  much  of  the  770  acres  was  to  be  dedicated  as  parkland 
for  the  recreational  use  of  all  the  lot  owners.  We  were  told  that  there 
may  not  be  any  on  this  portion  of  the  development  or  perhaps,  even  on 
the  entire  3,000  acres,  as  the  developer  is  negotiating  mth  the  County 
to  accept  a cash  settlement  to  satisfy  the  plotting  law.  I feel  that 
this  would  be  unfortunate  both  for  the  buyers  and  the  adjacent  land- 
owners,  and  would  not  be  in  keeping  with  good  development  practices. 

Another  consideration  which  is  both  onsite  and  offsite  is  that  of 
mosquitoes.  The  swampy  areas  in  Section  6 referred  to  in  the  sanitary 
study  also  extend  northward  onto  the  National  Forest  in  Section  32. 

The  area  harbors  high  mosquito  populations.  Mosquito  drift  from  the 
wet  areas  on  National  Forest  lands  (and  perhaps  other  adjacent 
private  lands)  would  likely  nullify  any  attempts  at  mosquito  control 
within  the  subdivision. 

Offsite  Factors 


The  primary  recreation  attractions  in  this  part  of  Missoula  County 
are  the  lakes  along  the  Clearwater  River,  the  Bob  Marshall  Wilderness 
and  the  largely  unroaded  area  bordering  it,  and  the  general  natural 
beauty  of  the  area.  Double  Arrow  Ranch  Subdivision  and  other 
recreation  subdivisions  are  being  developed  in  response  to  the  demand 
for  homesites  in  the  Seeley  Lake  area.  Recreational  use  of  both  the 
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Bob  Marshall  and  Seeley  Lake  has  increased  rapidly  over  the  past  several 
years,  and  the  day  is  rapidly  approaching  viaen  use  limitations  V7ill 
have  to  be  initiated,  to  protect  the  very  values  that  attract  people 
to  the  area.  Recreational  homesite  development  mil  help  hasten  the 
day  when  such  controls  mil  be  needed. 

Double  Arroxv  Ranch  Subdivision  Phase  IV  alone  has  266  lots;  if  the 
remainder  of  the  ranch  is  developed  to  the  same  density,  there  would 
be  about  1,000  homesitesin  the  development.  There  are  at  present 
but  42  day  use  family  units  developed  for  public  use  on  Seeley  Lake, 
and  these  are  already  overcrowded.  Although  there  is  more  land  on 
the  lake  suitable  for  such  development,  we  have  had  no  funds  for 
such  use  in  recent  years,  and  even  if  there  were,  we  have  a serious 
question  about  building  facilities  for  more  peopleon  a lake  the  size 
of  Seeley  Lake. 

Another  offsite  consideration  is  that  of  the  visual  quality  of  the 
valley,  which  has  been  recognized  as  one  of  its  principal  attractions. 
Degradation  of  the  visual  quality  will  lead  to  the  erosion  of  other 
values.  About  half  of  this  subdivision  is  in  the  direct  middleground 
zone  of  the  Highway  209  scenic  corridor  when  southbound  from  Seeley 
Lake.  The  doisity  of  roads  and  lots  being  proposed  on  the  steep  slope 
in  the  southwestern  half  of  Section  6 mil  have  a major  visual  impact. 
The  sideslope  averages  about  40%,  indicating  a need  for  substantial 
vegetation  removal  and  grading.  A poor  understanding  of  this  sensitive 
problem  will  certainly  influence  the  quality  of  the  environment  of 
the  valley. 
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December  26,  1973 


STATE  uuGUMENTS 


Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


for 


Eagle  Creek  Subdivision 


A Proposed  Subdivision  in  Flathead  County,  Montana 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69-6504  (b)(3),  the 
act  controlling  both  public  and  private  water  supply  and  sewage  disposal  for  subdi- 
visions, Section  69-5001  to  69-5005;  and  the  act  to  control  water  pollution.  Section 
69-4801  to  4827,  the  following  impact  statement  is  prepared  by  the  State  Department 
of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  Environmental  Sciences  Division,  concerning  the 
proposed  Eagle  Creek  Subdivision,  located  near  Whitefish,  in  Flathead  County,  Montana. 

SPECIAL  NOTE 

The  original  impact  statement  was  submitted  as  an  environmental  assessment,  which 
normally  would  not  be  followed  by  a final  impact  statement.  However,  in  the  case 
of  Eagle  Creek  Subdivision,  negative  comments  were  received  from  the  State  Depart- 
ment of  Fish  and  Game,  and  from  the  Flathead  County  Health  Department,  warranting 
a final  Impact  statement. 

DESCRIPTION  OF  PROJECT  AND  PROPOSED  ACTION 

As  described  previously,  the  Montana  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental 
Sciences  has  received  a request  for  approval  of  an  8-lot  subdivision  known  as  Eagle 
Creek  Subdivision,  near  Whitefish  Lake,  and  about  6 miles  north  of  Whitefish,  Montana. 
The  plat,  shown  on  the  attached  map,  occupies  12  acres. 

The  owner-developer  is  Mr.  Ralph  Yearly  of  Whitefish.  Surveying  and  plat  submittal 
was  done  by  Shaw-Smith,  Inc.,  and  engineering  of  portions  of  the  project  was  done 
by  D.K.  Marquardt,  of  Kalispell. 


WATER  SUPPLY 

Water  supply  for  the  project  would  consist  of  a spring  intake  on  Eagle  Creek,  a 
collection  box,  a storage  tank  and  a distribution  system.  Chlorination  would  be 
provided  at  the  storage  tank.  The  spring  was  inspected  in  late  August  of  1973, 
when  surface  water  flows  were  minimal,  and  the  flow  in  Eagle  Creek  appeared  to  be 
much  more  than  ample. 


TOPOGRAPHY.  SOILS  6e  SEWAGE  DISPOSAL 

Percolation  tests  conducted  within  the  proposed  subdivision  indicate  fairly  rapid 
soil  absorption,  adequate  for  subsurface  sewage  disposal. 
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The  terrain  within  the  project  is  quite  steep  in  areas,  and  is  the  single  most  serious 
concern  with  development.  All  proposed  lots  were  inspected,  however,  and  all  have  at 
least  limited  areas  of  suitable  slope  for  sewage  disposal.  Such  relatively  flat  areas 
will,  of  course,  also  be  the  prime  building  locations.  Presumably,  the  control  of  the 
actual  sewage  drainfield  sites  will  fall  to  the  county  sanitarian's  office.  This  pro- 
blem is  especially  acute  in  lot  7,  where  only  one  small  saddle  exists.  Should  the 
sewage  drainfield  there  fail,  there  would  be  no  alternative  site. 

For  this  reason,  the  developer,  since  the  assessment  was  distributed,  has  agreed  to 
combine  lots  7 and  5 into  a single,  2.1  acre  lot.  As  such,  the  serious  slope  problems 
in  this  subdivision  are  much  alleviated,  and  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  writer  that  all 
lots  will  have  suitable  areas  for  drainfield  systems. 

The  State  Fish  and  Game  Department,  and  the  Flathead  County  Sanitarian  each  objected 
to  the  use  of  septic  systems  on  steep  terrain  (copies  of  letters  attached) . The 
above  concession  by  the  developer  should  improve  the  subdivision  to  an  acceptable 
one  in  this  regard. 

Lots  1 and  2 appear  particularly  well  suited  for  building  sites  from  a sewage  disposal 
standpoint . 


SURROUNDING  DEVELOPMENT 

The  area  immediately  surrounding  the  proposed  subdivision  is  largely  undeveloped. 

The  Big  Mountain  area,  about  two  miles  to  the  east,  is  being  heavily  developed. 
Summer  homes  and  cabins  are  being  constructed  at  a fairly  rapid  rate  along  the  near- 
by East  shore  of  Whitefish  Lake.  There  is  little  question  that  the  entire  East  lake- 
shore  will  eventually  be  developed  for  housing,  although  steep  slopes  will  be  a de- 
terrent in  the  entire  area . 


PROBABLE  IMPACT  ON  ENVIRONMENT 

At  full  development,  an  influx  8 families  will  have  an  appreciable  impact  on  the 
immediate  subdivision  area.  Road  travel  along  the  County  road  adjacent  to  Whitefish 
Lake  will  increase  somewhat,  as  will  road  dust  until  the  road  is  paved. 

Roads  are  already  constructed  in  the  subdivision,  and  additional  clearing  will  be  done 
by  lot  owners  to  accomodate  houses.  Due  to  the  steep  slopes,  some  heavy  equipment 
leveling  will  probably  take  place  to  improve  building  sites.  Construction  of  water 
and  sewer  systems  will  result  in  further  disruption. 

Any  game  habitat  in  the  area  will  be  permanently  lost,  and  aesthetics  in  the  area, 
particularly  during  construction,  can  be  expected  to  suffer.  The  State  Fish  and 
Game  Department  objected  to  the  loss  of  game  habitat,  and  recommended  that  the 
subdivision  not  be  approved  because  the  area  is  whitetail  deer  and  grouse  winter 
range.  At  present,  however,  no  state  legislation  restricts  the  development  of 
game  range,  and  if  other  state  requirements  are  satisfied,  this  Department  is  le- 
gally obliged  to  approve  the  project  even  though  the  detrimental  effect  on  wildlife 
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could  be  serious.  While  this  single  small  development  will  not  have  catastrophic 
effects  on  the  wildlife,  the  lack  of  legislation  or  authority  in  this  regard  is 
again  pointed  out. 


SHORT  TERM  vs.  LONG  TERM  USES  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

Subdivision  of  the  subject  12  acres  of  land  will  be  a long  term  commitment  of  the  land 
to  the  exclusion  of  all  other  beneficial  uses.  Building  sites  will  be  provided  for  8 
families,  but  other  long  term  uses  of  the  area,  such  as  timber  production,  game  habi- 
tat, or  public  recreation  will  be  eliminated  on  a long  term,  essentially  permanent 
basis . 


IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENTS  OF  RESOURCES 

Aside  from  coititruction  materials  to  build  8 homes,  the  only  substantial  resource 
affected  in  this  project  is  the  essentially  permanent  commitment  of  12  acres  of 
land  to  the  single  use  of  residential  building  sites. 


ALTERNATIVES  TO  PROPOSED  ACTION 


1 . No  Development 

The  area  could  be  left  in  its  existing  condition.  As  roads  are  constructed,  a 
water  supply  partly  developed,  and  two  previous  lots  sold  and  built  upon,  stopping 
development  at  this  time  would  preserve  little  of  the  original  natural  environment 

2 . Agricultural  Use 

Steep  slSpes  make  this  land  of  little  use  for  agricultural  purposes. 

3 . Preservation  of  the  Area 

The  land  could  be  preserved  for  park  or  recreational  purposes  for  future  genera- 
tions. As  mentioned  above,  it  is  already  partly  developed  and  the  natural  en- 
vironment of  the  area  is  already  thoroughly  disrupted.  There  is  apparently 
little  to  make  this  area  unique  or  of  special  interest  for  preservation,  as 
similar  undeveloped  land  exists  throughout  the  area. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


It  is  recommended  that  the  revised,  8-lot  subdivision  be  approved. 


SOURCES  OF  INFORMATION 

A personal  inspection  of  the  area,  plus  information  and  data  supplied  by  the  surveyor 
and  by  the  engineer  for  the  project,  aided  in  the  preparation  of  this  statement. 
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THIS  STATEMENT  HAS  BEEN  PREPARED  BY: 


David  Nunnallee,  BSCE,  MSCE,  PE,  Public  Health  Engineer  for  the  Montana  State  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences.  Related  experience  includes  six  years  of 
work  as  a sanitary  engineer  for  the  States  of  Montana  and  Washington. 


COPIES  SENT  TO: 

1.  Mr.  Ralph  Yearly,  P.O.  Box  1028,  Whitefish,  MT  59937 

2.  Mr.  Fletcher  Newby,  Montana  Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena,  MT  59601 

3.  Mr.  Jim  Rsewitz,  Montana  Fish  & Game  Department,  Helena,  MT  59601 

4.  Montana  State  Department  of  Health  & Environmental  Sciences,  Kalispell,  MT  59901 

5.  Mr.  Art  Clarkson,  Montana  State  Department  of  Health  & Environmental  Sciences,  Helena, 

6.  Montana  Water  Resources  Board,  Mitchell  Bldg.,  Helena,  MT  59601 

7.  Montana  State  Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning  and 

Economic  Development,  Capitol  Station,  Helena,  MT  59601 

8.  Montana  State  Library,  930  E.  Lyndale  Ave.,  Helena,  MT  59601 

9.  Mr.  Ben  Wake,  Administrator,  Environmental  Sciences  Division,  Helena,  MT  59601 

10.  USFS,  Forest  Supervisor,  U.S.  Forest  Service,  Kalispell,  MT  59901 

11.  Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Flathead  County  Courthouse,  Kalispell,  MT  59901 

12.  Flathead  Areawide  Planning  Organization,  3 Ford  Bldg.,  Kalispell,  MT  59901 

13.  Bruce  McIntyre,  MD,  Flathead  County  Health  Officer,  Box  427,  Whitefish,  MT  59937 

14.  Mr.  Les  Espeland,  Flathead  County  Sanitarian,  Box  919,  Kalispell,  MT  59901 

15.  Mr.  John  Thorsen,  Whitefish  City  Hall,  Whitefish,  MT  59937 

16.  Mr.  Wayne  Herman,  President,  Flathead  Wildlife,  Inc.,  Box  4,  Kalispell,  MT  59901 

17.  Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212,  Venture  Center,  Missoula,  MT  59801 

18.  Dr.  John  Tibbs,  Director,  U.  of  Montana  Biological  Station,  U.M.,  Missoula,  MT  59801 
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STATE  OF  MONTANA 
DEPARTMENT  OF  FISH  AND  GAME 
HELENA,  MONTANA 


Office  Memorandum 


TO  : Wes  Woodgerd  Attn:  Jim  Posevdtz 

PROM  : Tom  Hay  By:  Otis  Robtins 


DATE:  November  2?,  1973 


By:  Otis  Robbins 


SOBJBCT:  EnvironmentaJ.  Impact  Statement  - Eagle  Creek  Subdivision 


The  subject  subdivision  is  located  about  six  miles  north  of  White- 
fish,  Montana  on  the  southwest  facing  slope  of  the  Whitefish  Range, 

A ten-lot  subdivision  is  proposed  on  a 12-acre  plot  of  ground, 

A small  stream,  Eagle  Creek,  passes  throTJgh  this  subdivision. 
Water  supply  for  the  project  would  consist  of  a spring  intake  on  Eagle 
Creek, 

It  appears  from  the  description  that  the  terrain  within  the 
project  is  quite  steep  and  the  lots  have  limited  areas  of  suitable 
slope  for  sewage  disposal.  It  is  possible  that  contamination  of 
ground  water  and  thus  Whitefish  Lake  is  a distinct  possibility. 

The  Whitefish  Lake  area  is  a part  of  a very  vital  white- tailed 
deer  winter  range.  The  area  supports  deer  and  grouse  throughout  the 
year  with  its  prime  importance  being  that  of  winter  range.  The  small 
area  alone  will  not  be  catastrophic  due  to  its  sizej  however,  in  light 
of  all  the  other  extensive  highly  developments  that  have  taken  place 
in  the  paat  they  represent  a very  serious  threat  to  deer. 

The  potential  of  groimd  water  pollution  and  the  loss  of  critical 
deer  winter  range  points  out  the  problems  this  subdivision  would  have. 
We  recommend  that  the  subdivision  not  be  approved. 


Otis  Robbins 
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FLATHEAD  COUNTY 
HEALTH  DEPARTMENT 


LES  ESPELAND  R.S. 

COUNTY  SANITARIAN 


R.S.  Box  919  Kallspell,  Montana  Phone  766-9481 


MARION  FINLEY  R.N. 

COUNTY  NURSE 


A.E.  SCHOENHUTH  R.S. 

ASST.  COUNTY  SANITARIAN 


BRUCE  c.  McIntyre  m.d. 

COUNTY  HEALTH  OFFICER 


THELMA  STROM  R.N. 

ASST.  COUNTY  NURSE 


November  26,  1973 


Mr.  David  Nunnallee,  P.E, 

Public  Health  Engineer 
State  Department  of  Health  and 
Environmental  Sciences 
Box  1031 

Kallspell,  Montana,  59901 

REt  Environmental  Assessment  of  Eagle  Greek  Subdivision 
Dear  Mr.  Nunnallee 1 

After  reviewing  the  assessment  and  an  on  site  inspection  of  the  proposed 
Eagle  Greek  Subdivision,  I agree  with  your  concern  of  limited  areas  of 
suitable  slope  for  sewage  disposal. 

I reccomend  approval  of  the  proposed  siibdivision  contingent  upon  a 
restrictive  covenant  attached  to  the  purchase  agreement  or  other  binding 
agreement  requiring  the  buyer  to  secure  approval  of  a proposed  sewage 
system  before  any  building,  clearing,  or  development  occur  on  a lot  from 
this  department. 


Sincerely, 


Gounty  Sanitarian 


CGi  Dr.  Bruce  McIntyre,  Gounty  Health  Officer 
Flathead  Gounty  Gommissioners 
James  Oleson,  Gounty  Attorney 
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August  10,  1973 


Board  of  County  Conraiss loners,  Courtliouse,  Helena 
City-Coitnty  Planning  Departncnt,  33  Soutii  Last  Cliiince  Gulch,  ilelena 
Citv'-Count}/  Health  Uepartnent,  201  South  Last  Ch.:incc  Gulcn,  Helena 
Hnvironr.iental  Qualit)^  CoiJiicil , Helena 
Fish  and  Game  Bepartment,  Helena 

Department  of  Intergovermental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning  and 
i-conomic  Development,  Helena 
Mr.  Doug  Peterson,  32  ifest  Sixth  Avenue,  Helena 

Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Aocoi  212  Centura  Center,  Missoula 
--Mlontana  State  Library,  Helena 
Mr,  Ric  Graetz,  Box  894,  Helena 
Independent  Record,  Helena 

Soil  Conservation  District,  Capital  Plaza  #203,  51S  North  Sariders,  Helena 


Gentlemen; 

Tlie  enclosed  draft  irrpact  statement  lias  been  prepared  for  First  Addition 
to  Evergreen  Estates  located  in  Lcv/is  aiid  Clark  County,  Montana,  Tliis 
is  submitted  for  your  reviev.'  and  comments. 

Hnder  Montana  a person  or  agency  has  tliirty  da^s  to  submit  comments 

and/or  sqiply  additional  information,  fui  additional  fifteen  days  may  be 
granted  upon  specific  request  to  £in  individual  or  agency.  If  you  have  any 
comments  regarding  the  environmental  impact  statement,  please  submit  them 
to  this  office. 

After  thirty  days,  tlie  project  v/ill  be  reviev;ed  in  light  of  comments  re- 
ceived tiiat  are  applicable  under  Montana  lav;. 

Very  truly  yours. 


D.  G.  Millems,  P.E,,  Giief 
Lhter  .'uaiity  bureau 
Environivental  Sciences  Division 


DGlHAPihsh 

enc, 

cc:  ben  Mal'e 


STATE  depa:h:ti.,t  os  loovum 

A:TO 

ITT/I RO:i;ii:s;T.AL  sciences 

August  10,  li-'73 

Draft  Enviroiiraeiital  I;.'nact  State;acnt 
for 

FI  AST  ADDITION  TO  EvERGNElTI  HST/VTES, 
a proposed  subdivision  in  Lends  and  Clark  County,  Montana 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environnental  Policy  Act,  Section  60- 6504(b) (3 J ; 
tii8  act  controlling  both  public  and  private  v.-ater  s'q'pliss  and  scungo  dis- 
posal for  subdivisions,  Section  oj-3001  tlirough  69-3005;  and  the  act  to 
control  v;ater  pollution.  Section  69-4001  through  69-4827,  the  follov/ing 
draft  iiTToact  statement  is  prepared  by  the  Environ  non  tal  Sciences  Division 
of  tne  Departr-ient  of  Health  and  Envirornental  Sciences  concerning  the 
First  Addition  to  Evergreen  Estates,  a proposed  subdivision  in  Levds  and 
Clark  County,  Montana. 

Location 


Tills  tract  is  located  in  tlie  foothills  at  tlie  nortii  end  of  the  Heleiia 
Valley  in  the  E 1/2,  Section  31,  To'.rnship  12  North,  Pnnge  3 Nest,  MPM, 
Levds  and  Clark  County,  Montana,  about  ten  miles  north  of  Helena,  Montana. 
The  attached  nap  shoves  the  location  of  this  subdivision. 

Description  of  Proposed  Development 

Tne  oiaiers,  Douglas  F.  Peterson  acid  Floy  E.  Peterson,  \;ould  divide  71,15 
acres  into  30  lots.  Mater  supply  vrould  be  tlirough  individual  v/elis  and 
sev/age  disposal  v/ould  be  tlirougn  the  use  of  individual  septic  tanks  and 
subsurface  drainfields.  Restrictive  covenants  initiated  by  tlie  o^mers 
state  only  single  family  residences  may  be  constructed  on  each  numbered 
lot. 

Tlie  Levds  and  Clark  County  Cominissioners  and  their  road  superintendent 
have  inspected  the  subdivision  and  fo'und  tliat  roads  and  culverts  meet 
their  requirements.  Road  surfaces  are  gravel  and  roadside  ditches 
accommodate  surface  drainage. 

No  open  burning  vdll  be  allov/ed  on  the  property,  and  a commercial  trasli 
b-auler  is  available  to  haul  solid  uastes  to  a sanitar/  landfill. 

Topogranliy  and  Soils 

Tae  property  is  located  in  the  northvest  portion  of  tlie  ilelena  Valley. 
Underlying  tliis  area  is  tiie  Precamdriiui  Belt  Series  of  seddmentaiq/ 
rocks  composed  of  shales,  argillites  and  quartzites,  v/nich  have  been 
altered  in  tne  geologic  past  by  iicat  aiid  pressure,  Lrosion  ainl 
sedimentation  have  deposited  layers  of  ailuviua  on  top  of  tne  bedrocL:. 
Geo-zYssociates,  Inc,  conducted  a geoplrysical  survey  iuimediateh.'  to  tlie 
south  of  the  proposed  subdivision.  The  surv'ey  urilized  tv-'o  seismic 
lines  '.vliich  v;ero  intemreted  as  folio: ;s: 
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H loosely^consolidated  ’.weathered  naterial  to  10  or  1'^  feet- 
a nignl)-  fractured  iceatiiered  sliaie  intcrbedued  with  l-nses  ’ 
of  sand,  travel  clay  to  142  feet;  below  this,  fractured 
s.iales  £uid  argillites  with  some  quartzite, 

hih  fhdh""  ^<^£omation  has  caused  fracturin- 

iiu^oO  fxautures  contain  water  and  can  be  exaect-^d  tn  A-ip'Wt  c:-s-an  . V- 

c^nSaiiin  h^'^-h^t  Srouiidh;ater  supply  L dependent “unon 

capita uion  in  Lne_  trioutaip/  area  percolating  t]-iro’nhi  tiiese  fr^ctur-- 

onlvhboh  pciies)  aiad  a 4ibutary  a-atershed  of 
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slooehol  h Series,  ■ahicii  have  dovelooed  on 

d°n  nt  ilehh  pyceat,  pay  are  gravelly  loa-^  and  clav  lb,m3  under- 

ohrdur  Thoh“*  ■i''  of  argillite,  siia'le  aiid 

* r present  severe  problems  with  resoecr  to  the 

spallation  of  septic  tanks  axid  subsurface  drainfiplds  Steen  si  on--  * 

ishhotht?ii'4''“!  po'lfo'"'  in  fde  ijistallation  of  the  syst'emh  There 
IS  a pote,.tyl  xor  lateral  raovenent  of  sesnge  effluent  and  sub---’nu'>T- 
emergence  of  effluent  oji  the  soil  surface  Tie  shallo-  Wl  ‘"‘'- 
solidated  ^terial  aggravates  this  sith?ion  Th‘he  ?s  tehiarhr 
contarunation  ot  grotuid-cater  supplies  by  septic  ta-f;  hfluhtfadi 
percolate  into  tne  soil  and  fractured  b-droc-  t i 

>pere  gryelly  and  sandy  loans  ohtSe  ^rhohid  'Shlshe-lli  hohlv. 
devpyp  Percolation  rates  average  ten  .anrutes- pi?  inch  ae dhkldl'- 
consolidated  material  is  generallv  five  feet  or  mors  dpen  'ihe--  soV’’- 
are  satxsfactory  for  the  installation  of  septic  ^ iaheiSdsb 

Tie  moisture  holding  capacity  of  tb.e  soil  is  lov;.  Combined  lo.. 

Lhlifahhhthloi/ailni^l  phfhhoh  oflihhvek-ohge""'^"""  production 


Lrtpacts  of  Proposed  bevelopnent 
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uy  septic  tanic  effluent  that  mould  percol.lte  inhhho^fhclahdbhhch' 
Tie^proposed  development  mould  not  put  productive  agricultural  land  out 


^temativGs  Available  to  this  Department 

a.  hemove  sanitarv  restriction. 

b,  .'iot  remove  sanitaiq/  restriction, 

C.  Remove  sanitan-  restriction  suiiject  to  certain  conditions. 
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Comnonts 


Tiiirtv  days  after  issumce  of  tlds  stateir.eiit , tiie  departoicnt  idll  decid 
wliether  to  remove  saiiitar>'  restrictions.  Due  to  the  slonc,  edaniuc 
and  liydrologic  characteristics  of  tids  property,  eadi  lot  idll  be  con- 
sidered individual Iv, 


A t taclvien t C -dp) 

This  statonent  prepared  bp  A.  P.  i;eppiior,  Soils  Scientist,  iiater  nualT 
Bureau  from  information  submitted  bp  tlie  developer,  Douglas  Poters'on. 
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HELENA,  MONTANA  59601 


John  S.  AndersonM.D. 


December  19,  1973 


Honorable  Tom  Judge,  Governor,  State  of  Montana 
Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Helena 

Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation,  Helena 
Department  of  State  Lands,  Helena 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  1819  Holborn,  Missoula 
Supervisor,  Helena  National  Forest,  616  Helena  Avenue.  Helena 
Ric,c  Graetz,  Helena  Sportsmen's  Club,  Box  894,  Helena 

Ms.  Janet  Van  Swearingen,  League  of  Wmen  Voters,  5205  Kerr  Drive  Helena 
Ms.  Claudia  Meloy,  AAUW,  Colorado  Gulch,  Helena 
Mrs.  Don  Lies,  Audubon  Society,  Box  343,  Helena 
Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Helena 

City-County  Planning  Department,  38  South  Last  Chance  Gulch,  Helena 

f Department,  201  Soutn  Last  Chance  Gulch,  Helena 
The  Independent  Record,  317  Allen,  Helena 

Mr.  Bill  Sternhagen,  833  North  Last  Chance  Gulch,  Helena 

Mr.  William  Turner,  VTN,  Inc.,  Union  Bank  Buildina,  Helena 

Soil  conservation  District,  Capital  Plaza  #203,  515  North  Sanders  Helena 

EtuS^rr  ° ^'"^«^90vernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning,  Helena 

Montana 

Philip  G.  Schlamp,  Canyon  Ferry  District,  USFS , 2001  Poplar,  Helena 
Pat  Antonick,  Sierra  Club,  Route  H.  T^n^en^' 

Sn  Society,  4260  E.  Evans  Ave.,  Denver,  CO  80222 

Iton  AldrSh'  Association,  Box  458,  Bozeman 

Aldrich,  Montana  Wildlife  Federation,  410  Woodworth  Ave.,  Missoula 

Ladies  and  Gentlemen: 

n newi.  ana  dark  county.  Ail  comments  should  be  sent  to  me  by  January  10,  1974 

Sincerely, 


Daniel  Vichorek 

Technical  Writer 

Environmental  Sciences  Division 


DV:dg 


b' 


STATE  LjCUiViENlxi 


Deportment  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 

'state  OFSVIDJNJTAJMA  HELEN  a,  montan  a 59601 


my  E 8 1973 


November  27,  1973 


Honorable  Tom  Judge,  Governor,  State  of  Montana 
Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Helena 

Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation,  Helena 
Department  of  State  Lands,  Helena 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  1819  Holbom,  Missoula 
Super’/isor,  Helena  National  Forest,  616  Helena  Avenue,  Helena 
Rick  Graetz,  Helena  Sportsmen's  Club,  Box  894,  Helena 

Ms.  Janet  Van  Swearingen,  League  of  Women  Voters,  5205  Kerr  Drive,  Helena 

Ms.  Claudia  Meloy,  AAUtV,  Colorado  Gulch,  Helena 

Mrs.  Don  Lies,  Audubon  Society,  Box  343,  Helena 

Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Helena 

City-County  Planning  Department,  38  South  Last  Chance  Gulch,  Helena 

City-County  Health  Department,  201  South  Last  Chance  Gulch,  Helena 

The  Independent  Record,  317  Allen,  Helena 

Mr.  Bill  Stemhagen,  833  North  Last  Chance  Gulch,  Helena 

Mr.  William  Turner,  VTN,  Inc.,  Union  Bank  Building,  Helena 

Soil  Conservation  District,  Capital  Plaza  #203,  515  North  Sanders,  Helena 

Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning,  Helena 

Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212  Venture  Center,  Missoula 

Montana  State  Library,  Helena 


Gentlemen: 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  EnAnronmental  Policy  Act,  this  statement  is 
offered  for  your  consideration.  All  comments  and  questions  should  be  sent 
to  me  within  30  days  after  the  publication  of  this  statem.ent  although  a 
15-day  extension  of  this  period  may  be  requested  if  there  is  sufficient 
cause. 


Sincerely, 


djo/nuL  iJjxJia-upy 


Daniel  Vichorek 
Technical  Writer 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 


DV:sh 
Enclosure 
cc:  Ben  Wake 


MONTAMA  STATE  LIBRARY 
930  East  Lyndale  Avenue 
t'^lenci,  Mon^nno  5*7601 


MONTANA  STy\TE  DEPARTMENT  OF  HFALTll 
AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCES 


November  27 ^ 1973 


DRAFT  ENVIROiNMENTAL  IMPACT  STATTNIENT 
FOR 


GATES  OF  TUB  MOUITIAINS  LAKESHORE  HOMES  SUBDIVISION 
IN 

LBVIS  AND  CIJ\RK  COUNTY 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69-6504  (b) 
(5);  and  the  act  controlling  both  public  and  private  water  supply  and  sewage 
disposal  for  subdivisions;  and  the  act  to  control  water  pollution,  the 
following  statement,  was  prepared  by  the  Environmental  Sciences  Division  of 
the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  which  has  been  asked 
to  remove  the  sanitary  restrictions  on  this  subdivision.  State  law 
requires  that  the  sanitary  restrictions  be  removed  before  construction 
on  the  property  of  any  building  that  would,  require  facilities  for  water 
supply  or  the  removal  of  sewage  or  trash. 

Location 


Tliis  property  is  located  in  sections  11  and  12,  tomship  12  north, 
range  3 west,  east  of  the  upper  portion  of  Holter  Lake  on  the  property 
knam  as  the  American  Bar,  as  shown  on  the  attached  maps. 

Description  of  the  proposed  development 

The  omer,  William  G.  Stemhagen  of  Helena,  would  divide  225.75 
acres  into  91  lots.  The  subdivision  would  include  21.91  acres  reserved 
for  public  parkland.  Water  supply  would  be  through  individual  wells. 

Roads  would  be  left  with  dirt  surface,  and  culverts  would  be  used  where 
dry  stream  channels  v/ere  crossed. 

All  utility  lines  would  be  underground. 

According  to  the  restrictive  covenants,  "All  structures  shall  be  made 
of  wood,  and  no  asphalt  or  other  materials  other  than  wood  and  unpolished 
rock  shall  be  used  on  the  exterior  of  any  buildings,  including  the  roof. 
There  shall  be  no  A-frame  type  buildings,  doublewides  or  trailers,  and  all 
buildings  must  be  of  a permanent  type  of  new  construction  and  shall  be 
permanently  erected  upon  an  appropriate  concrete  or  other  acceptable 
foundation,  with  or  without  a basement.  There  shall  be  no  mobile  homes, 
modular  homes,  travel  trailers,  vehicle  trailers,  or  motor  homes;  hoivever, 
nothing  in  these  covenants  shall  be  construed  to  deny  any  type  of  pemjanent 
structure,  including  mobile  homes  or  prefabricated  buildings,  so  long  as 
the  same  are  permanently  affixed  to  the  land,  if  they  are  rustic  in 
appearance,  made  of  wood  on  the  exterior,  and  comply  with  the  building 
requirements  of  these  covenants  in  all  respect,  and  are  approved  by  the 
improvement  committee  prior  to  installations." 
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Indian  teepees  would  be  allowed  if  they  were  "of  a natural  Indian  style 
and  constiTJCtion  . . . properly  painted  or  colored  . . . and  not  allowed 
to  deteriorate  or  become  offensive  to  the  area." 

The  covenants  would  restrict  the  painting  of  the  exterior  of  any  building, 
including  trim,  restricting  all  stinctures  other  tlvm  teepees  to  wood 
stain  or  varnish  to  protect  the  exterior,  which  must  be  of  wood  or  unpolished 
stone. 

Fire  protection  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  ovvners’  association, 
which  is  provided  for  in  the  covenants.  Ihe  covenants  encourage  the 
association  to  form  a fire  district. 

Further,  the  covenants  say  all  smoke  outlets  upon  the  premises  will  be 
equipped  with  spark  arrestors  idierever  such  outlets  could  possibly  permit 
sparks  to  escape.  The  dwellings  on  the  property  shall  contain  an  accessible 
box  containing  one  fire  shovel,  one  pulaski  and  one  bucket,  and  a water 
system  with  a satisfactory  operating  hose  at  least  100  feet  long  with  an 
adjustable  nozzle,  to  be  kept  in  an  accessible  place  during  the  fire 
season. 

The  means  of  solid  waste  disposal  is  not  specified,  although  the  covenants 
specify  that  no  trash,  waste,  garbage,  litter,  junk  or  refuse  shall  be 
thrown,  dumped  or  left  on  any  portion  of  the  premises,  and  no  burning 
of  the  same  shall  be  permitted  on  the  ground.  Each  owner  or  lessee  shall 
provide  suitable  receptacles  for  trash. 

Garbage  containers  and  fuel  and  water  containers  that  are  not  buried 
below  ground  level  must  be  concealed  by  structures  m.eeting  the  aesthetic 
and  rustic  standards  specified  in  the  covenants.  There  apparently  is 
no  commercial  trash  hauler  available  to  the  area,  so  residents  would 
have  either  to  remove  their  trash  to  the  Helena  landfill  or  resort  to  an 
incinerator.  This  department  does  not  encourage  the  use  of  incinerators, 
because  they  seldom  are  properly  operated  and  therefore  cause  smoke 
sufficient  to  constitute  a public  nuisance. 

As  shown  on  the  attached  map,  this  property  does  not  front  on  the  lake, 
but  is  separated  fron  the  water  by  Montana  Power  Company  land  along  the 
northern  portion,  and  by  U.  S.  Forest  Seinrice  land  on  the  southern 
portion. 

According  to  the  Federal  Power  Commission  regulations,  the  Montana  Power 
Company  "shall  allow  the  public  free  access,  to  a reasonable  extent,  to 
project  waters  and  adjacent  project  lands  . . . for  the  purpose  of  full 
public  utilization  of  such  lands  and  waters  for  navigation  and 
recreational  purposes,  including  fishing  and  hunting,  and  shall  allow 
to  a reasonable  extent  for  such  purposes  the  constinction  of  access  roads, 
wharves,  landings  and  other  facilities  on  its  lands,  the  occupancy  of  which 
may,  in  appropriate  circumstances,  be  subject  to  payment  of  rent  . . . 
in  a reasonable  amount  . . ." 

Thus,  it  seems  there  should  be  no  problem  obtaining  access  to  the  water  or 
constructing  piers  or  other  facilities  on  the  Montana  Power  land.  It  is 
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not  yet  knom  v/hat  position  the  Forest  Service  would  take  regarding  the  use 
of  its  land  separating  the  property  from  the  lake  along  the  southern 
portion. 

It  is  uncertam  v/hat  t>"pe  of  pier  facilities  would  be  built,  but  a single 
dock  to  accoirnPiodate  all  boats  for  the  development  probably  would  be  much 
better  tlian  nimierous  single  piers. 

Electrical  power  is  not  scheduled  to  reach  the  subdivision  immediately. 
Eventually,  however,  an  imdergro'jnd  line  would  be  irm  from  existing  Montana 
Power  lines  on  Beaver  Creek  across  Cochrane  Gulch,  Spring  Gulch  and  the 
intervening  territory  to  the  site  of  the  subdivision. 

Ihere  are  two  access  route  to  the  property- -one  of  which  is  north  from 
Helena  on  the  interstate  highway  and  access  road  to  the  Gates  of  the 
Mountains  Boat  Club  and  then  across  Hotter  Lake  by  boat.  The  other  route 
is  all  over  land  and  proceeds  from  Helena  to  York,  thence  north  to  the 
community  of  Nelson  and  dovm  Beaver  Creek  road  to  its  junction  with  forest 
road  No.  138  which  leads  to  the  property. 

The  forest  road  is  unimproved,  and  it  is  the  present  intention  of  the 
developer  to  keep  the  road  primitive  to  discourage  superfluous  travel  to 
and  from  the  site,  either  by  property  owners  or  the  general  public.  The 
forest  road  will  require  improvement  in  several  places  to  prevent  it  from 
eroding  and  contributing  to  seasonal  sediment  pollution  according  to  the 
developer.  The  necessary  improvements  now  are  being  negotiated  with  the 
Forest  Service. 

The  Forest  Service  also  would  have  to  issue  a special  use  permit  before 
the  power  lines  could  be  extended  to  the  property  over  the  route  mentioned 
above. 

One  important  consideration  in  the  development  of  this  land  is  the  three 
osprey  nests  in  the  area  set  aside  as  a park  in  the  northeast  comer.  One 
of  these  nests  was  occupied  during  the  past  summer,  and  a fledgling  was 
produced  according  to  a member  of  the  Fish  and  Game  Department  who  is 
studying  the  ospreys  in  the  area.  He  said  the  other  nests  might  be  used 
in  other  years. 

Tlie  osprey  is  not  on  the  endangered  species  list  but  is  currently  classified 
as  "status  unlmown"  until  further  studies  indicate  the  situation  of  the 
species . 

Information  from  the  Fish  and  Game  Department  indicates  also  that  the 
reproduction  rate  of  all  the  osprey  nests  in  the  Holter  Lake  area  this 
past  summer  was  slightly  below  what  some  studies  have  indicated  is 
necessary  for  maintenance  of  the  species.  It  is  not  certain,  however, 
whether  this  study  was  applicable  to  the  Holter  Lake  osprey. 

The  remarkable  tolerance  of  osprey  to  hiiman  proximity  is  well  docu- 
mented, and  the  Fish  and  Game  Department  spokesm^an  does  not  expect  that 
nearby  housing  would  discourage  successful  osprey  nesting.  It  is 
possible,  of  course,  that  som.e  human,  not  necessarily  a resident  of  the 
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subdivision,  could  shoot  the  ospreys  or  distrub  them  during  the  critical 
period  of  their  incubation.  Whether  the  sunAival  prospects  of  the  osprey 
would  improve  with  the  presence  of  human  habitation  is  not  certain. 

The  protective  covenants  deal  with  the  osprey  at  some  length,  as  follows 
in  part:  "All  residents,  oraers  and  their  families,  and  all  other  persons 
are  hereby  charged  with  the  duty  of  protecting  in  every  ^vuy  possible  the 
osprey  . . . and  shall  do  ever)d:hing  in  their  power  to  preserve  the  osprey 
and  to  keep  them  from  being  harmed  and  shall  do  everything  possible  to 
sustain  their  general  welfare." 

Hie  owner  also  has  asked  the  Fish  and  Game  Department  to  help  him  plan 
for  a blind,  as  shown  on  map  "A",  from  where  the  osprey  could  be  viewed 
without  being  distrubed. 

Eagles  also  have  been  reported  to  use  the  property  in  the  winter,  and  they 
may  be  displaced.  However,  they  probably  could  relocate  up  or  down  river. 

Elk  use  the  area  as  winter  range,  and  20  to  30  head  wintered  there  in  1972-73 
according  to  the  Fish  and  Game  Department.  Although  human  use  of  the  area  is 
expected  to  occur  during  the  spring,  summer  and  fall  while  the  elk  nomially 
would  be  elsewhere,  it  seems  likely  that  snowmobilers  and  other  winter 
users  might  limit  the  usefulness  of  the  area  for  elk  v;inter  range. 

Topography  and  soils 

The  surface  of  this  property  varies  from  flat  to  gently  sloping.  The 
site  of  this  property,  the  American  Bar,  and  the  nearby  Gates  of  the 
Mountains,  are  of  recent  geological  origin  and  resulted  from  the  erosion 
processes  of  the  Missouri  River. 

The  Gates  of  the  Mountains  is  composed  of  thin  bedded  grey  limestone  of  the 
lodgepole  formation  and  the  thick  bedded  grey  limestone  of  the  Mission 
Canfon  Formation  which  are  of  the  Madison  group.  The  Lodgepole  formation 
is  fossiliferous  with  live  forms  such  as  brachiopods,  gastropods,  corals, 
sponges,  and  bylozoans. 

The  Missouri  River  downcuts  these  limestones  and  the  canyon  now  occupied 
by  Hotter  Lake  resulted.  As  the  downcutting  continued,  the  lateral  erosion 
upstream  became  more  constricted,  leaving  the  prominent  terraces  which  foim 
the  American  Bar. 

Underlying  the  alluvial  silts,  sands  and  gravels  of  the  American  Bar  are 
thin  bedded  maroon  and  green  argillites  of  the  Spokane  Share  Formation  of 
Pre- Cambrian  age. 

The  bedrock  argillites  underlying  the  American  Bar  bear  water  in  joint 
systems,  bedding  plains,  and  rock  fractures.  The  alluvial  sandy  gravels 
deposited  in  the  lowest  terrace  are  receiving  discharge  from  the  Missouri 
River  drainage  and  would  provide  a good  water  supply  according  to  the 
developer. 
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Ihree  exploratory  wells  have  been  drilled  on  the  property,  one  each  in  lot 
4,  52,  and  77.  Hie  well  in  lot  7 is  approximately  45  feet  deep  and  pro- 
duces 14  gallons  per  minute.  On  lot  52,  the  well  is  120  feet  deep  and 
produces  3.5  gallons  per  minute.  The  well  on  lot  4 is  about  100  feet 
deep  and  produces  10  gallons  per  minute.  In  the  subdivision  regulations 
of  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  it  is  stated  that 
individual  water  supply  systems  shall  provide  a sustained  yield  of  at  least 
5 gallons  per  minute.  The  bottom  of  each  well  xvas  in  argillite. 

The  soils  within  the  subdivision  can  be  divided  into  two  general  groups, 
the  alluvial  soils  wliich' are  deposited  over  the  terrace  areas,  and  the 
colluvial-outwash  deposits  in  the  areas  including  lots  5 through  25.  The 
topsoils  are  sandy  silts  or  silty  loam  soil  with  some  gravel.  Topsoil 
varies  in  thickness  from  about  seven  .inches  to  t.wo  feet . 

IHe  alluvial  soils  are  composed  of  sandy  gravels,  gravelly  sand  and  sandy 
silt.  Based  on  water  explorations,  the  thickness  of  these  soils  may  vary 
from  25  to  40  feet  within  the  subdivision  area. 

The  colluvial-outwash  soils  are  composed  of  a gravel-sand-clay  mixture. 

Hiese  soils  vary  from  15  to  20  feet  thick. 

Inspections  of  the  site  by  members  of  the  Water  Quality  Bureau  indicate 
the  soil  is  suitable  for  septic  tank  drainfields.  Percolation  tests  sub- 
mitted by  the  developer  indicate  that  percolation  rates  on  the  land  vary 
from  about  five  minutes  per  inch  to  30  minutes  per  inch,  with  the 
average  between  seven  to  twelve  minutes  per  inch. 

Hiese  data  indicated  that  all  lots  have  acceptable  percolation  rates. 

A number  of  drywashes  cross  the  property,  and  septic  tank  drainfields  must 
be  kept  at  least  100  feet  from  these.  Two  lots,  70  and  79,  appear  to  lack 
sufficient  area  to  allow  the  100-foot  separation  between  drainfields 
and  intermittent  \\fatercourses.  The  Water  Quality  Bureau  has  requested 
site  plans  for  these  two  lots,  indicating  arrangement  of  wells  and  drain- 
fields  on  these  and  adjacent  lots. 

The  vegetation  on  the  property  is  mostly  grassland  mth  some  scattered 
ponderosa  pine.  A moist  area  near  the  south  end  of  the  property  has  a 
vegetative  cover  of  aspen,  mllow,  cottonwood  and  chokecherry.  Rabbitbrush, 
skunkbrush,  juniper  and  rose  are  scattered  through  the  subdivision  area. 

Hie  predominant  grass  appears  to  be  bluebunch  wheatgrass,  although  small 
patches  of  cheat  grass  indicate  post  soil  disturbance  or  heavy  grazing 
use. 

The  covenants  specify  that  horses  kept  on  the  subdivision  would  be  con- 
fined to  corrals  no  larger  than  one -half  acre  and  would  not  be  allowed 
to  graze  on  the  property.  This  covenant  is  designed  to  presence  forage 
for  wildlife  according  to  the  developer. 


Impacts 


Hie  probable  impact  of  this  development  on  wildlife  cannot  now  be  assessed 
completely.  Depending  on  the  course  of  development  and  the  behavior  of 
the  residents,  the  impacts  could  be  minor  or  major.  If  the  residents  see 
fit  not  to  molest  the  osprey,  there  probably  will  be  no  ill  effects  on  the 
birds  or  their  nesting.  On  the  other  hand,  one  boy  with  a .22  rifle 
could  make  short  work  of  the  osprey. 

Another  consideration  is  the  attitude  of  wildlife  toward  buildings  on  tlieir 
range.  Although  the  developer  said  he  was  confident  that  elk  w^ould  use 
the  area  for  winter  range  as  in  past  years,  this  is  by  no  means  certain. 

A spokesman  for  the  Fish  and  Game  Department  said  there  is  very  little 
evidence  that  game  animals  vrould  venture  near  human  habitations  on  their 
range,  but  plenty  of  evidence  to  the  contrary.  Neither  is  it  certain  that 
the  subdivision  would  not  be  inhabited  by  humans  during  the  winter.  Pre- 
sumably some  residents  would  travel  to  the  subdivision  by  snowmobile  at 
least  occasionally  during  the  winter. 

Despite  the  probability  of  som.e  impact  on  wildlife,  it  appears  the 
developer  has  made  a good  faith  commitm.ent  to  the  preservation  of  wild- 
life as  noted  in  the  covenants  cited  above. 

The  visual  impact  of  the  subdivision  also  will  be  offensive  to  many  who 
are  accustomed  to  seeing  the  American  Bar  in  its  natural  condition. 

If  very  many  of  the  residents  of  the  subdivision  travel  to  and  from  the 
property  by  boat,  there  would  be  some  increase  in  the  use  of  docking 
facilities  on  the  lake  although  this  cannot  accurately  be  assessed  now. 

Some  air  pollution  might  result  from  dusty  roads.  Incinerators  also 
could  cause  air  pollution  problems  which  could  be  avoided  if  residents 
remove  their  trash  to  the  Helena  landfill. 

Conformity  with  state  regulations  will  be  required  in  the  installation  of 
sewage  facilities. 

Some  erosion  and  stream  siltation  might  occur  if  the  power  lines  are 
eventually  run  underground  from  Beaver  Creek  as  envisioned  by  the  developer, 
but  this  could  be  limited  to  a short  time  by  Montana  Power's  usual 
reclamation  of  the  areas  distrubed  by  underground  lines. 

Although  there  may  be  some  increase  in  the  harvest  of  fish  and  game  on  the 
nearby  areas,  the  harvest  will  still  be  regulated  by  seasons  and  limits, 
assuring  that  the  harvests  will  not  exceed  the  reproductive  capabilities 
of  the  various  species. 

Alternate  actions  available  to  this  department 

1.  Approve  the  subdivision  as  requested. 

2.  Approve  the  subdivision  subject  to  certain  conditions. 

3.  Disapprove  the  development. 
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Lots  70  and  79  also  will  remain  under  sanitary  restriction  until  it  can  be 
ascertained  whether  it  is  possible  to  maintain  the  required  separation 
among  wells,  drainfields  and  intermittent  watercourses. 

Further  consideration  will  be  given  to  the  individual  v/ater  supplies  of 
the  subdivision  because  the  well  log  for  lot  52  indicated  a well  producing 
less  than  the  required  minimum  of  five  gallons  per  minute. 

Short-tem/long-term  comparisons 

Tliere  are  many  persons  who  believe  that  no  one  should  have  more  than  one 
residence.  There  is  thus  some  controversy  regarding  the  construction  of 
recreational  subdivisions. 

Land  such  as  the  American  Bar  is  worth  much  more  as  a subdivision  than  as 
grazing  land.  V/hether  such  a valuation  is  realistic  in  the  long  run  is 
unknoim,  although  the  loss  of  food  groi'/ing  land  to  the  personal 
recreational  use  of  relatively  affluent  individuals  concerns  many 
envi ronment  al i s t s . 

Irreversible  commitment  of  resources 


There  probably  would  be  little  if  any  irreversible  loss  of  resources. 
Some  non-renewable  resources  would  be  used  in  construction,  but  these 
probably  could  be  recycled  if  necessary. 

The  land  probably  could  be  restored  to  grazing  use. 

There  would  be  some  increase  in  energy  consumption  by  the  part-time 
residents  of  the  subdivision,  partly  in  getting  to  and  from  the  land, 
and  partly  in  maintaining  and  heating  txvo  separate  homes. 

Comments 


Unless  nex^  information  requires  an  alternate  course  of  action,  this  depart- 
ment will  remove  the  sanitary  restrictions  xoth  the  above  noted  exceptions 
no  sooner  than  60  days  follcwing  issuance  of  this  statem.ent.  If  no  other 
information  becomes  available  x\/ithin  30  days,  the  Environmental  Quality 
Council  may  xvaive  a portion  of  the  remaining jvaiting  period.  Although 
the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  this  department  to  assess 
all  impacts  in  the  environmental  impact  statement,  only  matters  dealing 
xvith  departmental  authority  over  xvater  supply  and  sewage  and  solid  xvaste 
disposal  are  grounds  for  disapproval  of  the  subdivision. 

Sanitary  restrictions  could  be  removed  xvith  the  understanding  that  the 
county  health  department  shall  supt^a^ise  the  construction  and  installation 
of  all  xvater  supply  and  sexvage  disposal  facilities  on  the  development. 


This  impact  statement  was  xvritten  by  Daniel  Vichorek,  Technical  Writer, 
xvith  information  furnished  by  Al  Keppner,  Soils  Scientist;  Al  Gasvoda, 
Architect;  the  Fish  and  Game  Department,  and  the  developer. 
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Lots  70  and  79  also  will  remain  under  sanitary  restriction  until  it  can  be 
ascertained  whether  it  is  possible  to  maintain  the  required  separation 
among  wells,  drainfields  and  intermittent  watercourses. 

Further  consideration  v/ill  be  given  to  the  individual  v/ater  supplies  of 
the  subdivision  because  the  well  log  for  lot  52  indicated  a well  producing 
less  than  the  required  minimum  of  five  gallons  per  minute. 

Short- term/ long -term  comparisons 

Tliere  are  many  persons  who  believe  that  no  one  should  have  more  than  one 
residence.  Tliere  is  thus  some  controversy  regarding  the  construction  of 
recreational  subdivisions. 

Land  such  as  the  American  Bar  is  worth  much  more  as  a subdivision  than  as 
grazing  land.  Whether  such  a valuation  is  realistic  in  the  long  run  is 
unknown,  although  the  loss  of  food  groi\ring  land  to  the  personal 
recreational  use  of  relatively  affluent  individuals  concerns  many 
environmentalists. 

Irreversible  commitment  of  resources 


There  probably  would  be  little  if  any  irreversible  loss  of  resources. 
Some  non-renewable  resources  would  be  used  in  construction,  but  these 
probably  could  be  recycled  if  necessary. 

The  land  probably  could  be  restored  to  grazing  use. 

Ihere  would  be  some  increase  in  energy  consumption  by  the  part-time 
residents  of  the  subdivision,  partly  in  getting  to  and  from  the  land, 
and  partly  in  maintaining  and  heating  txvo  separate  homes. 

Comments 


Unless  nex^^  information  requires  an  alternate  course  of  action,  this  depart- 
ment ivill  remove  the  sanitary  restrictions  with  the  above  noted  exceptions 
no  sooner  than  60  days  follox^/ing  issuance  of  this  statem.ent.  If  no  other 
information  becomes  available  xvithin  30  days,  the  Environmental  Quality 
Council  may  waive  a portion  of  the  remainingqmiting  period.  Although 
the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  this  department  to  assess 
3.11  impacts  in  the  environmental  impact  statement,  only  matters  dealing 
with  departmental  authority  over  water  supply  and  sewage  and  solid  waste 
disposal  are  grounds  for  disapproval  of  the  subdivision. 

Sanitary  restrictions  could  be  removed  with  the  understanding  that  the 
county  health  department  shall  supt^ise  the  construction  and  installation 
of  all  water  supply  and  sexvage  disposal  facilities  on  the  development. 


This  impact  statement  was  x\rritten  by  Daniel  Vichorek,  Technical  Writer, 
xvith  information  furnished  by  A1  Keppner,  Soils  Scientist;  A1  Gasvoda, 
Architect;  the  Fish  and  Game  Department,  and  the  developer. 
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Department  of  Health  and  Er^ronmental  Sciences 

'state  of  moimtana  HELENA,  MONTANA  59601 


> 3 1974 


May  14,  1974 


Honorable  Tom  Judge,  Governor  of  Montana,  Helena 
Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Helena 

Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation,  Helena 
Department  of  State  Lands,  Helena 

Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning,  Helena 
Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212,  Venture  Center,  Missoula 
Montana  State  Library,  Helena 

Bruce  Nelson  Homes,  1401  11th  Avenue  South,  Great  Falls 

Louville  Fo  Garske,  3612  First  Avenue  North,  Great  Falls 

Jack  Golberg,  513-31  NW,  Great  Falls 

Fish  and  Game  Department  Branch  Office,  Augusta 

Soil  Conservation  Service,  Augusta 

Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Choteau 

City- County  Planning  Board,  Courthouse,  Choteau 

Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Helena 

Great  Falls  Tribune,  Great  Falls 

Acantha  Printing  Office,  Choteau 

Mike  Clasby,  District  Sanitarian,  Courthouse,  Conrad 
P„  So  Cannon,  M.Do,  County  Health  Officer,  Choteau 
Edwin  Hegland,  Gibson  Lake  Lodge,  Augusta 
Montana  Power  Company,  Great  Falls 
Montana  Power  Company,  Fairfield 
Sun  River  Electric  Co-op,  Fairfield 


Gentlemen: 

The  enclosed  draft  environmental  impact  statement  has  been  prepared  for  Gibson 
Lake  Tracts  in  Teton  County,  This  impact  statement  is  submitted  for  your  con- 
sideration, Comments  and  questions  will  be  accepted  for  30  days  following 
issuance  of  this  statement.  An  additional  15  days  is  available  on  request. 

All  comments  should  be  sent  to  the  undersigned. 


Sincerely  yours. 


D.  G.  Willems,  P,E,,  Chief 
Water  Quality  Bureau 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 
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Honorable  Tom  Judge,  Governor  of  Montana,  Helena 
Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Helena 

Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation,  Helena 
Department  of  State  Lands,  Helena 

Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning,  Helena 
Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212,  Venture  Center,  Missoula 
Montana  State  Library,  Helena 

Bruce  Nelson  Homes,  1401  11th  Avenue  South,  Great  Falls 

Louville  Fo  Garske,  3612  First  Avenue  North,  Great  Falls 

Jack  Golberg,  513-31  NW,  Great  Falls 

Fish  and  Game  Department  Branch  Office,  Augusta 

Soil  Conservation  Service,  Augusta 

Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Choteau 

City- County  Planning  Board,  Courthouse,  Choteau 

Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Helena 

Great  Falls  Tribune,  Great  Falls 

Acantha  Printing  Office,  Choteau 

Mike  Clasby,  District  Sanitarian,  Courthouse,  Conrad 
Po  So  Cannon,  M.Do,  County  Health  Officer,  Choteau 
Edwin  Hegland,  Gibson  Lake  Lodge,  Augusta 
Montana  Power  Company,  Great  Falls 
Montana  Power  Company,  Fairfield 
Sun  River  Electric  Co-op,  Fairfield 


Gentlemen: 

The  enclosed  draft  environmental  impact  statement  has  been  prepared  for  Gibson 
Lake  Tracts  in  Teton  County,  This  impact  statement  is  submitted  for  your  con- 
sideration, Comments  and  questions  will  be  accepted  for  30  days  following 
issuance  of  this  statement.  An  additional  15  days  is  available  on  request. 

All  comments  should  be  sent  to  the  undersigned. 


Sincerely  yours. 


D.  G,  Willems,  P,E,,  Chief 
Water  Quality  Bureau 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 
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MONTANA  STATE  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH 
AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCES 

May  14,  1974 
E.S.  73/277 


A Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for 

GIBSON  LAKE  TRACTS 

a proposed  subdivision  in  Teton  County,  Montana 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69- 6504(b)  (3) ; the  act 
controlling  both  public  and  private  water  supply  and  sewage  disposal  for  sub- 
divisions, Section  69-5001  through  5005;  and  the  act  to  control  water  pollution. 
Section  69-4801  through  4827,  the  following  draft  environmental  impact  state- 
ment was  prepared  by  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  En- 
vironmental Sciences  Division,  Water  Quality  Bureau,  concerning  the  proposed 
Gibson  Lake  Tracts  Subdivision  located  near  Gibson  Reservoir  in  Teton  County, 
Montana,  for  which  a request  has  been  received  to  remove  the  sanitary  restriction 
which  has  been  imposed  upon  the  property. 

Location 


The  proposed  Gibson  Lake  Tracts  Subdivision  is  a 159.6-acre  tract  located 
approximately  26  miles  west  of  Augusta  in  Mortimer  Gulch.  It  is  situated 
in  Section  33,  Township  22  North,  Range  9 West,  MPM,  Teton  County,  Montana, 
known  generally  as  Homestead  Entry  Survey  Number  709. 

Description  of  proposed  project 

The  owners  would  divide  36  acres  of  the  tract  into  58  lots  ranging  in  size 
from  0,55  acre  to  1.33  acre.  The  plat  was  filed  prior  to  July  1,  1973.  The 
remainder  of  the  159,6  acres  is  common  ground  with  3.85  acres  exempted. 
Individual  water  and  sewer  systems  are  proposed. 

Geology 

The  attached  geologic  maps  (part  of  the  Geologic  Map  of  the  Patricks  Basin 
Quadrangle,  Teton  and  Lewis  and  Clark  Counties,  Montana)  illustrate  the 
complexity  of  the  geology  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  Gibson  Lake  Tracts 
Subdivision,  Four  thrust  faults  traverse  the  property  and  complicate  subsur- 
face geological  conditions.  The  general  structure  of  the  area  consists  of 
sedimentary  formations,  steeply  dipping  to  the  west,  cut  by  thrust  faults. 

Underlying  the  lower  areas  along  Mortimer  Gulch  is  the  Rierdon  Formation 
(map  symbol  Jr)  of  Jurrasic  geological  age,  which  is  a calcareous  mudstone 
with  many  thin  argillaceous  limestone  beds.  The  thickness  varies  from  120 
to  300  feet.  Overlying  this  formation  are  alluvial  deposits  of  glacial 
origin  which  consist  of  poorly  sorted,  unconsolidated  gravel,  sand,  silt 
and  clay  as  much  as  50  feet  thick.  These  alluvial  gravels  hold  the  greatest 
potential  yielding  groundwater  but  due  to  the  shallow  water  table,  few  lots 
border  them. 

A small  area  of  Morrison  (Jm)  and  Swift  (Js)  Formations  is  found  in  the 
southeast  of  the  gulch,  A long,  narrow  occurrence  of  the  Sawtooth  Formation 
(Jsa),  which  is  a calcareous  siltstone,  can  be  found  along  the  east  edge 


of  the  property.  Along  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  subdivision  is  found  the 
Castle  Reef  Dolomite,  which  ranges  in  thickness  frcm  250  to  350  feet. 

Several  formations  are  found  running  parallel  to  Mortimer  Gulch  on  the  west 
side  of  the  gulch.  The  Swift  sandstone  (Js),  which  is  a fine  to  very  fine, 
thin-bedded  (one  foot  maximum),  minutely  cross-bedded  sandstone  is  found  at 
the  lower  elevation.  Next  in  ascending  elevation  is  the  Morrison  Formation 
(Jm) , which  is  a partly  tuffaceous  mudstone  with  some  thin  sandstone  beds . 
Dominating  the  western  end  of  the  property  is  the  Kootenai  Formation,  a mud- 
stone containing  a few  thick  beds  of  sandstone,  which  are  poorly  sorted  and 
locally  cross-bedded. 

Overlying  much  of  the  bedrock  on  the  western  half  of  the  proposed  subdivision 
are  glacial  deposits  of  varying  thickness  (ground  maraine)  consisting  of  un- 
sorted rounded  to  sub rounded  rock  fragments  in  a clay  and  silt  matrix. 

Individual  water  systems 


Geologic  conditions  indicate  that  wells  for  a domestic  water  supply  that  are 
sufficient  in  terms  of  quality,  quantity,  and  dependability  could  not  be 
developed  on  each  and  every  lot,  A hand  dug  well  of  unknown  capacity  has 
been  developed  on  Lot  18  of  Gibson  Lake  Tracts  East  (east  of  main  access 
road)  in  the  alluvial  deposits.  A drilled  well  on  Lot  33A  of  Gibson  Lake 
Tracts  West  (west  of  main  access  road)  yields  two  gallons  per  minute.  There- 
fore, the  evidence  indicates  that  a means  other  than  drilled  wells  must  be 
provided  for  domestic  water  supply. 

Several  springs  exist  on  the  property.  A lot  owner  may  develop  one  of  these 
springs  for  a donestic  water  supply  in  accordance  with  the  sanitary  require- 
ments of  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences.  Since  most 
lots  do  not  have  springs,  a cistern  must  be  utilized. 

A cistern  is  a satisfactory  means  of  supplying  water,  but  a dependable  source 
must  be  available,  and  a sanitary  means  of  transferring  water  from  the  source 
to  the  cistern  must  be  available.  The  developer  indicates  that  a large  spring 
on  the  upper  part  of  his  holdings,  which  has  served  the  JJJ  Ranch,  can  provide 
a water  source.  This  would  be  satisfactory  to  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Environmental  Sciences  under  the  following  conditions: 

(a)  The  supply  is  adequate, 

(b)  The  spring  is  protected  from  entry  of  surface  water. 

(c)  It  is  housed  in  a permanent  concrete  structure. 

(d)  A water  sample  be  submitted  for  analysis  and  the  spring  water  be 
chlorinated  if  necessary. 

(e)  The  area  be  fenced  to  exclude  livestock  from  the  spring  area. 

(f)  The  proposed  Homeowners  Association  be  made  responsible  for  maintenance 
of  the  spring  and  improvanents . 

(g)  A sanitary  means  of  hauling  the  water  be  available. 

The  developer  has  agreed  to  all  of  the  provisions  as  stated  above  and  is  in 
the  process  of  spring  development.  An  approved  water  tank  on  a trailer 
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will  be  made  available  to  the  Homeowners  Association.  Maintenance  or  replace- 
ment of  the  water  tank  and  trailer  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  association. 

Soils 


The  area  comprising  Gibson  Lake  Tracts  has  never  been  surveyed  to  determine 
the  soils  that  have  developed  on  the  site.  Ten-foot  holes  were  dug  on  the 
following  lots: 

On  the  west  lots  - 3,  7,  11,  16,  24A,  26,  31A  and  34 
On  the  east  lots  - 1,  15  and  18 

Information  submitted  indicated  that  the  top  eight  to  24  inches  to  be  a dark 
loam.  From  this  depth  to  ten  feet,  the  profile  consisted  of  a gravelly  light 
clay  loam. 

Percolation  tests  submitted  by  Louville  F.  Garske,  Montana  Registered  Land  Sur- 
veyor, gave  the  following  results; 

Percolation  Rate  - 
Time  required  for 

Tracts  in  water  to  fall  one  Location  on  the  lot  of  the  test  hole 
West  Area  inch  in  minutes  approximate 


1 

15  minutes 

40’  from 

road 

near  SE  comer  lot 

2 

20  minutes 

45’  west 

of  road  near  center  lot 

3 

20  minutes 

45’  west 

of  road  near  center  lot 

4 

30  minutes 

40’  from 

road 

near  center  of  lot 

5 

15  minutes 

40’  from 

road 

(W)  near  lot  center 

6 

17  minutes 

35’  from 

road 

(W)  near  lot  center 

7 

12  minutes 

35’  from 

road 

(W)  near  lot  center 

8 

13  minutes 

35’  from 

road 

(W)  near  lot  center 

9 

12  minutes 

35’  from 

road 

(W)  near  lot  center 

10 

14  minutes 

35’  from 

road 

(W)  near  lot  center 

11 

10  minutes 

40'  from 

road 

near  lot  center 

12 

20  minutes 

35’  from 

road 

near  lot  center 

13 

9 minutes 

35’  from 

road 

near  lot  center 

14 

7 minutes 

40’  fran 

road 

near  lot  center 

15 

15  minutes 

35’  frcm 

road 

near  lot  center 

16 

7 minutes 

35’  from 

road 

near  lot  center 

22 

12  minutes 

40’  from 

east 

lot  line  near  center  lot 

23 

15  minutes 

50 ’ from 

S § E comer  of  lot 

24 

14  minutes 

40'  from 

east 

road  near  center  of  lot 

25 

15  minutes 

40’  from 

east 

road  near  center  of  lot 

9A 

15  minutes 

40’  from 

west 

lot  line  near  center  of  lot 

lOA 

16  minutes 

35’  from 

west 

lot  line  near  center 

llA 

17  minutes 

40’  from 

west 

line  near  center  of  lot 

W29 

20  minutes 

35’  from 

west 

line  near  center  of  lot 

W30 

11  minutes 

35’  from 

west 

line  near  center  of  lot 

14A 

9 minutes 

35’  from 

west 

line  near  lot  center 

15A 

10  minutes 

40'  from 

west 

line  near  center  lot 

26 

28  minutes 

30’  from 

west 

line  near  center  of  lot 

27 

12  minutes 

35’  from 

east 

line  near  center  of  lot 

28 

17  minutes 

35’  from 

east 

line  near  center  of  lot 

E29 

15  minutes 

35’  from 

east 

line  near  center  of  lot 

E30 

9 minutes 

40’  from 

east 

line  near  center  of  lot 
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Percolation  Rate  - 
Time  required  for 


Tracts  in 

water  to  fall  one 

Location  on  the  lot  of  the  test  hole 

West  Area 

inch  in  minutes 

approximate 

31 

10  minutes 

35’  fran  east  lot  line  near  center  of  lot 

W32 

10  minutes 

35'  from  east  line  of  lot  near  center  lot 

23A 

12  minutes 

65'  from  west  lot  line  near  center 

24A 

15  minutes 

50*  from  S ^ W comer  lot 

26A 

20  minutes 

60'  from  west  line  and  80'  from  S line 

Ilk 

15  minutes 

near  lot  center 

28k 

12  minutes 

50'  from  S § 50'  from  E corner  of  lot 

31B 

11  minutes 

50'  from  S and  50'  from  E comer  of  lot 

3U 

12  minutes 

35'  from  West  line  near  center  of  lot 

E32 

12  minutes 

35'  from  east  line  near  center  of  lot 

33A 

9 minutes 

50'  from  N line  and  50'  from  east  line  of  lot 

34 

15  minutes 

40'  from  south  line  and  50'  from  east  line 

Tracts  in 
East  Area 

Percolation  Rate  - 
Time  required  for 
water  to  fall  one 
inch  in  minutes 

Location  on  the  lot  of  the  test  hole 
approximate 

1 

17  minutes 

60' 

from  south  line  in  center  of  lot 

2 

15  minutes 

50' 

from  south  line  in  center  of  lot 

3 

20  minutes 

50' 

from  south  line  in  center  of  lot 

4 

20  minutes 

50' 

from  south  line  in  center  of  lot 

5 and  6 

17  minutes 

40' 

from  south  line  near  center  of  lot 

7 

15  minutes 

125' 

’ from  west  line  near  lot  center 

9 

14  minutes 

100' 

' from  west  line  near  center  of  lot 

11 

10  minutes 

115' 

' from  west  line  near  lot  center 

13 

9 minutes 

105' 

' from  west  line  near  center  of  lot 

15 

7 minutes 

135' 

' from  west  line  near  center  of  lot 

16 

6 minutes 

40' 

from  east  line  (on  road  near  center  lot) 

17 

7 minutes 

50' 

from  east  line  near  center  of  lot 

18 

12  minutes 

40' 

from  east  line  near  center  lot 

35 

15  minutes 

65' 

from  north  line  of  lot  and  65'  from 

west  line 


Sewage  disposal 

Soils,  geologic  and  topographic  data  indicate  that  individual  sewage  systems 
are  possible  on  most  of  the  lots.  Either  septic  tanks  and  subsurface  drain- 
fields  or  incinerator  units  with  a tank  and  drainfield  for  wastewater  are 
proposed.  A field  investigation  indicated  that  Lots  3,  16,  17  and  18  of 
Gibson  Lake  Tracts  East  and  Lots  6,  12,  14,  22  and  Ilk  of  Gibson  Lake  Tracts 
West  were  unsatisfactory  for  development  from  a sewage  disposal  standpoint 
or  from  the  standpoint  of  maintaining  minimum  distance  requirements  with 
respect  to  sewage  disposal  and  wells,  etc.  The  owner  will  file  a statement 
with  the  Teton  County  Clerk  and  Recorder  that  no  structures  requiring  water 
or  sewer  facilities  may  be  erected  on  these  lots.  If  they  are  purchased  in 
combination  with  an  adjacent  lot  or  two  of  them  canbined,  then  they  possibly 
may  be  utilized. 
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Solid  waste  disposal 

Being  in  Teton  County,  future  residents  of  this  development  may  use  the  land- 
fill at  Choteau,  However,  this  is  approximately  50  miles  distant  and  incon- 
venient » A haul  to  Choteau  would  involve  travel  through  Augusta  (Lewis  and 
Clark  County)  where  a landfill  is  in  operation.  An  attempt  will  be  made  to 
get  an  agreement  between  the  Lewis  and  Clark  County  Ccmmiss loners  and  Teton 
County  Commissioners  whereby  residents  of  this  area  can  use  the  Augusta  land- 
fill. It  should  be  noted  that  this  is  not  a necessity  for  the  removal  of  the 
sanitary  restriction  under  the  laws  applicable  to  this  proposed  subdivision . 

Probable  impacts  from  the  proposed  development 

Impacts  from  development  of  this  property  would  undoubtedly  fall  within  the 
range  associated  with  the  residential  use  of  mountainous  property.  However,  it 
should  be  noted  that  this  property  was  an  old  hones tead  and  several  old  cabins 
exist o Thus,  the  "natural"  environment  has  already  been  altered  by  human 
habitation  and  livestock  grazing o In  addition,  a lodge  (bar  and  cafe)  was 
established  some  years  ago  on  what  is  now  Lot  33A  of  Gibson  Lake  Tracts  West. 

A visual  impact  would  result  from  further  development  of  this  property.  The 
cabin  sites  are  in  heavy  lodgepole  pine  timber  for  the  most  part,  which  would 
tend  to  reduce  this  impact.  The  severity  is  purely  speculation  and  the 
desirability  is  a matter  of  personal  aesthetic  values. 

The  potential  for  air  pollution  seems  minute.  Little  dust  from  the  roads 
would  add  particulates  to  the  atmosphere  as  the  access  roads  are  designed  for 
low  speeds.  Bnissions  from  heating  plants  would  be  minimal  as  the  property 
would  primarily  be  a summer  recreation  area. 

The  probable  impact  of  this  development  on  wildlife  probably  cannot  be  assessed 
accurately.  This  property  has  had  a history'  of  human  occupation  and  domestic 
livestock  have  competed  with  wildlife  for  forage.  The  consequences  of  a de- 
crease in  livestock  utilization  of  forage,  which  would  have  a positive  effect 
on  wildlife,  would  be  speculative  at  this  time. 

The  Sun  River  Game  Range  and  Bob  Marshall  Wilderness  Area  lie  approximately  six 
miles  distant  by  pack  trail.  The  effect  of  development  of  this  property  on 
the  Game  Range  and  Wilderness  Area  would  depend  on  how  often  future  residents 
would  visit  these  areas. 

There  would  be  little  Impact  on  the  local  school  system.  The  road  from  the 
Sun  River  Bridge  past  the  proposed  development  is  not  maintained  by  Teton 
County  during  the  snow  season.  Agreement  with  Lewis  and  Clark  County  for  snow 
removal  on  this  short  section  of  road  has  not  been  reached.  Although  there 
are  several  year-round  residents  in  the  area,  it  is  doubtful  many  families  of 
school-aged  children  would  make  this  area  their  permanent  year-round  home  due 
to  employment  opportunities.  However,  the  increased  property  valuation  would 
generate  revenue  for  the  school  district. 

Any  contamination  of  the  creek  that  flows  through  Mortimer  Gulch  seems  remote 
as  there  will  be  no  road  or  cabin  construction  within  several  hundred  feet 
of  the  stream.  Most  lots  are  over  500  feet  from  the  creek. 

Alternatives  available  to  this  department 


- 5 


(1)  Remove  the  sanitary  restriction  which  has  been  imposed  upon  the  property 
as  submitted o Due  to  the  fact  that  nine  of  the  lots  appear  to  be  unsat- 
isfactory for  development  purposes,  the  department  finds  this  alternative 
unacceptable . 

(2)  Refuse  to  remove  the  sanitary  restriction  which  has  been  imposed  upon  the 
property.  The  environmental  review  process  did  not  indicate  the  depart- 
ment can  justify  this  action. 

(3)  Remove  the  sanitaiy  restriction  on  those  lots  that  can  meet  department 
requirements  with  respect  to  water  supply,  sewage  disposal,  solid  waste 
disposal  and  water  quality.  The  department  could  implement  this 
alternative  under  the  following  conditions: 

(a)  The  spring  proposed  for  a water  supply  has  been  developed  under 
conditions  outlined  under  water  supply. 

(b)  An  approved  water  tank  and  trailer  is  available  for  transporting 
water  from  the  source  to  the  cisterns. 

(c)  Lots  3,  16,  17  and  18  of  Gibson  Lake  Tracts  East  and  Lots  6,  12, 

14,  22  and  21k  of  Gibson  Lake  Tracts  West  be  excluded  unless  pur- 
chased in  combination  with  other  lots. 

Short-term/Long-term  comparisons 

There  are  many  persons  who  hold  to  the  belief  that  no  one  should  have  more  than 
one  residence.  Therefore,  there  is  some  controversy  regarding  the  construction 
of  recreational  subdivisions.  In  the  short-term,  the  land  is  most  economically 
valuable  to  the  owners  as  a recreational  home  subdivision  for  the  affluent. 

To  many  individuals,  the  long-teim  worth  is  best  represented  by  the  intangible 
value  inherent  in  leaving  the  land  undeveloped  for  wildlife  habitat  and  as 
pasture  land  for  domestic  livestock.  The  loss  of  wildlife  habitat,  grazing 
land  and  agriculturally  productive  land  to  the  personal  recreational  use  of 
a few  concerns  many  individuals. 

Irreversible  commitment  of  resources 


There  would  be  a commitment  of  non- recyclable  building  materials  used  in  the 
construction  of  second  homes.  The  proposed  subdivision  would  break  the  land 
into  a multiplicity  of  ownerships,  which  would  probably  be  irrevokable. 


This  statement  was  prepared  by  Alfred  P.  Keppner,  BSF,  MS,  Soils  Scientist, 
with  information  furnished  by  the  developer.  Jack  Golberg  Excavation  Company 
and  Louville  F,  Garske. 
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Department  of  Health  and  En^ronmental  Sciences 

I STATE  OF  MOIMTAIMA  Helena,  Montana  59601 


/iPR  1 0 'K, 


April  5,  1974 


Board  o£  County  Commissioners,  Courthouse,  Cut  Bank 
City- County  Planning  Board,  Courthouse,  Cut  Bank 
G.  D.  Waller,  M.D.,  County  Health  Officer,  Cut  Bank 
Mike  Clasby,  Sanitarian,  Courthouse,  Conrad 
Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena 
Fish  and  Game  Department,  Helena 

Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning,  Helena 
Dave  Nunnallee,  Branch  Office,  Box  1031,  Kalispell 

Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212  Venture  Center,  Missoula 

Montana  State  Library 

Rick  Graetz,  Box  894,  Helena 

Philip  E.  Roy,  Attorney  At  Law,  Box  849,  Browning 
Blackfeet  Indian  Tribal  Offices,  Browning 

U.  S.  Department  of  Interior,  Blackfeet  Indian  Agency,  Browning 
Blackfeet  Planning  Commission,  Browning 

U.  S.  Department  of  Interior,  National  Park  Service,  Glacier  National  Park, 
Superintendent's  Office,  West  Glacier 
Glacier  Park  Inc.,  East  Glacier 

John  P.  Moore,  Attorney  for  Big  Springs  Enterprises,  13  East  Main,  Cut  Bank 

Glacier  County  Clerk  and  Recorder,  Courthouse,  Cut  Bank 

U.  S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  24  West  Main, 

Cut  Bank 

U.  S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  Forest  Service,  414  Main  Avenue  S.,  Choteau 
U.  S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  Forest  Service,  Supervisor's  Office, 

Federal  Building,  Great  Falls 
Great  Falls  Tribune,  Tribune  Building,  Great  Falls 
Pioneer  Press,  8 East  Main,  Cut  Bank 
Independent  Observer,  7 Third  Avenue  S.E.,  Conrad 

Ray  E.  Bauer  and  Dr.  Robert  Casey,  Big  Springs  Enterprises,  3841  Fourth 
Avenue  South,  Great  Falls 
William  Big  Springs,  East  Glacier 

Shaw-Smith,  Inc.,  Surveyors,  1108  South  Main  Street,  Kalispell 


Gentlemen: 

Enclosed  is  a draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  Glacier  Acres,  a proposed 
subdivision  in  Glacier  County,  Montana.  All  questions  and  comments  should  be 
received  within  30  days  following  issuance  of  this  statement. 
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“ available  on  request.  All  comments  should  be  sent  to  the 

Sincerely  yours, 

D.  G.  Willems,  P.E. , Chief 
Water  Quality  Bureau 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 


DGW:APK:sh 
Enclosure 
cc : Ben  Wake 

Dan  Vichorek 


MOm'ANA  STATE  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH 
AND 

environmental  sciences 

April  5,  1974 
E.S.  74/110 


A Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for 

GLACIER  ACRES, 

a proposed  subdivision  in  Glacier  County,  Montana 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69-6504  (bK3) , and 
the  act  controlling  both  public  and  private  water  supply  and  sewage  disposal  tor 
subdivisions.  Section  69-5001  through  5005;  and  the  act  to  control  water  pollution. 
Section  69-4801  through  4827,  the  following  draft  environmental  impact  statement 
was  prepared  by  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  Environmental 
Sciences  Division,  Water  Quality  Bureau,  concerning  the  proposed  Glacier  Acres 
Subdivision  located  near  East  Glacier  in  Glacier  County,  Montana,  for  which  a 
request  has  been  received  for  subdivision  plat  approval. 


Location 

This  project  is  located  about  two  miles  from  East  Glacier,  Montana,  along  the 
Heart  Butte  Road,  encompassing  the  North  1/2  Section  29,  Township  31  North, 
Range  12  West,  MFM. 


An  environmental  assessment  has  been  prepared  for  the  proposed  Glacier  Acres  Sub- 
division by  Ecological  Consulting  Service,  Inc.  The  assessment  is  hereby  included 
as  part  of  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  followed  by  an  ^dendum  con- 
taining the  department's  comments  and  additions.  A plat,  topographic  map,  soil 
type  overlay,  vegetative  type  overlay  and  various  exliibits  are  available  for 
public  inspection  in  the  Helena  office  of  the  Water  Quality  Bureau. 


STATEMENT  OF  INFORMATION 
REGARDING  WALTER  AND  SEWERAGE  SERVICE  FOR  REALTY 
SUBDIVISIONS 

The  following  statement  is  made  and  submitted  with  the  plat  of  a proposed  realty 
subdivision  in  the  state  of  Montana  under  the  provisions  of  Chapter  69-5001  to 
69-5005,  Revised  Codes  of  Montana,  1947  and  the  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Chapter 
69-6504  (b)(3). 

I.  DESCRIPTION  OF  PROJECT 

1.  Name  of  Subdivision:  Glacier  Acres  Loaa.tion:  Glacier  County 

LegaZ  description:  N 1/2  Section  29,  Township  31  North,  Range  12  West 

2.  Owner:  Ray  E.  Bauer,  Dr.  Robert  Casey  (Big  Spring  Enterprises). 

3.  Business  Address:  3841  Fourth  Avenue  South,  Great  Falls,  Montana  59401 


4.  M-ea  of  subdiviBian:  323  acres  Number  of  lots:  106  Families  aeoommodated:  | 

106  i 

5.  Do  you  intend  to  build  houses  on  this  subdivision?  No 
Do  you  intend  to  sell  lots  only?  Yes 

Do  you  zntend  to  build  on  some  lots  and  sell  others  without  buildings?  No 

6.  Water  Supply. 


a. 


Proposed  method  of  wader  supply:  TTiere  are  two  methods  of  water  supply 
tor  the  subdivision:  ^ 

1.  Water  wells  are  to  be  drilled  in  approximation  to  or  on  Lot  15  in 
Block  2 and  Lot  5 in  Block  4.  The  logs  o£  these  wells  will  be 
submitted  to  the  State  Board  of  Health  immediately  upon  completion. 
It  IS  ^ticipated  that  these  wells  will  furnish  evidence  of  water 
availability  to  lot  purchasers.  However,  if  no  water  is  found, 
then  method  No.  2 will  be  used  or  a canbination  of  wells  and 
method  No.  2 may  be  used  if  water  from  wells  is  available.  It  is 
anticipated  that  no  wells  will  be  drilled  in  Lots  3 through  22 

o Blocks;  therefore,  water  supply  will  be  by  cisterns  or  indoor 
tanks,  with  water  available  at  East  Glacier  (See  No.  2). 

2.  Cisterns  of  approved  type,  or  indoor  water  supply  tanks,  will 

be  used.  Water  supply  will  be  from  East  Glacier.  The  Glacier  Park 
Company  agrees  to  furnish  water  to  persons  owning  lots  in  Glacier 
Acres.  Please  see  attached  letter.  Exhibit  H,  for  confirmation. 


b.  Approximate  distance  to  East  Glacier  is  two  miles. 


7 .  Sewerage  Service . 


Proposed  method  of  oollection  and  disposal  of  sewage:  The  following 
methods  will  be  used  for  sewerage  and  waste  water  disposal  upon  those 
lots  designated  All  Lots  in  Blocks  1,  3,  4,  and  all  Lots  except 

tfv  a a 26  in  Block  5 m.ay  use 

septic  tank  and  drainfield  type  sewerage  disposal  systems  of  the  type 
approved  by  the  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  SciencL. 
Lots  3 and  4 in  Block  2,  and  Lots  3 through  22  in  Block  5 are 
restricted  to  one  of  the  following  methods  or  a combination  of  methods 
for  sewerage  and  waste  water  disposal: 

1.  Approved  pit-type  outdoor  privy.  Construction  to  be  in  compliance 
with  recommendations  of  the  State  Department  of  Health  and 
Environmental  Sciences. 


2.  Indoor  incinerator  ti-pe  toilets  with  white  water  seepage  pots. 

3.  IVhite  water  seepage  pots  may  be  used  in  combination  with  approved 
type  pit  privies. 

b.  There  are  no  known  public  sewer  mains  within  usable  distance  from  the 
subdivision. 


8.  Drainage  and  Runoff. 
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a.  street  a and  rorjdo: 

1.  Surface  water  disposal  from  streets  and  roads  is  via  gravity  and 
borrow  ditches.  No  special  construction  is  deemed  necessary. 

2.  Roads  will  be  surfaced  with  gravel. 

3.  Roadway  drainage  systems  consist  of  culverts  and  borrow  ditches. 

4.  There  are  no  stream  crossings  required.  However,  culverts  will  be 
installed,  as  indicated  above,  to  facilitate  adequate  surface  and 
roadway  drainage. 

5.  Cuts  and  fills  are  shown  on  the  topographic  map.  These  are  for  road 
construction  only. 

b.  Other  drainage  problem  areas: 

1.  There  are  no  low  or  wet  areas  which  require  drainage. 

2.  A few  ditches  and  drainageways  may  be  filled  in. 

3.  These  areas  will  be  equipped  with  culverts,  as  necessary,  to  facilitate 
adequate  drainage.  No  major  drainageways  will  be  blocked. 

II.  EXISTING  ECOLOGICAL  CONDITION 

1.  Present  land  use  is  for  livestock  grazing  and  related  agricultural  uses. 

2.  Soils  of  the  area  are  described  in  Exhibit  B,  and  types  are  those  determined  by 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  Cut  Bank,  Montana. 

3.  Topography : The  surface  of  the  area  is  quite  variable  and  contains  flat  areas 
and  rolling  terrain,  grading  into  quite  steep  slopes  with  considerable  timber 
on  them. 

4.  There  will  be  grading  in  excess  of  one  foot  along  the  access  roads.  No  large 
cuts  or  fills  are  anticipated,  nor  have  any  been  accomplished.  Location  of 
roads  is  shown  on  the  plat. 

5.  Water  table  determinations  will  be  made  concurrently  with  the  well  drilling 
stated  in  Section  I,  6,  a,  1 above.  Additional  water  table  determinations  ’ 
will  be  made  this  spring  in  low-lying  areas  as  a final  check  on  whether  septic 
drainfields  can  be  approved.  If  water  table  depths  are  under  the  allowable 
six  feet  below  surface,  lots  within  this  area  will  not  be  allowed  to  use 
septic  tanks  and  drainfield  sewerage  disposal  system,  but  must  then  use  the 
approved  pit  type  privy  or  the  incinerator  toilet  and  white  water  seepage  pots. 
This  determination  will  be  conducted  in  cooperation  with  the  county  sanitarian. 

6.  None  of  the  land  has  been  flooded  and  no  building  sites  lie  within  the  area  of 
50-year  floodplain. 

II.  ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

1.  Environmental  Impact: 
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Glacier  Acres  is  basically  a seasonal  home  development,  although  some  pur- 
chasers may  live  there  year  round.  There  will  be  increased  human  use  of 
roads  and  recreational  resources.  Some  vegetation  will  be  destroyed  as 
dwellings  and  out  buildings  are  constructed  and  roads  built,  wells  drilled 
and  similar  activities  conducted. 

Surface  water  areas  will  not  be  drained.  Therefore,  no  decrease  in  aquatic 
habitat  is  expected.  The  effect  upon  water  related  wildlife  species  will  be 
negligible.  Some  terrestrial  species  may  be  disturbed  to  the  point  of 
abandoning  the  immediate  area.  However,  this  would  not  measurably  affect 
the  area’s  population  of  such  species. 

Soil  disturbance  fron  construction  activities,  such  as  building  sites  and 
roads,  may  present  an  erosion  hazard,  particularly  upon  the  steeper  slopes, 
unless  counter  measures  are  employed  to  prevent  and  check  such  erosion. 

There  will  be  a slight  increase  in  air  pollution,  depending  upon  the  heating 
systems  used  in  dwellings  and  also  fran  increased  use  of  vehicles  in  the  area. 
This  is  anticipated  to  be  extrmely  light,  and  no  problems  are  anticipated. 

There  will  be  an  increase  in  noise,  particularly  during  construction  phases 
of  development,  but  this  will  be  temporary  in  nature. 

There  are  no  municipal  or  central  water  supplies  or  disposal  systems  present 
or  planned. 

2.  Adverse  Environmental  Effects: 

Removal  of  vegetation  for  road  construction  and  building  sites  will  occur 
to  a limited  degree.  This  is  expected  to  be  minimal.  Soil  disturbance 
caused  by  the  above  factors  may  cause  some  erosion  if  not  properly  conducted 
and  measures  taken  to  contain  or  control  water  drainage. 

Any  increase  in  human  use  will  cause  an  increase  in  noise  and  vehicle  traffic. 
It  is  not  known  what  effect  increased  vehicle  traffic  will  have  on  the  access 
road  leading  fran  Highway  2 to  the  development  area. 

There  will  be  a slight  decrease  in  available  wildlife  habitat  for  species 
such  as  deer  and  grouse. 

3.  Alternatives  considered: 

a.  Not  develop  the  subdivision:  This  would  not  permit  the  economic  gain  to 
the  developer  and  would  prevent  the  opportunity  for  families  to  enjoy 
seasonal  home  benefits. 

b.  Provide  pre-constructed  dwellings  and/or  condominium  complexes,  in- 
cluding water  systems,  sewage  and  utility  services:  An  intensive 
development  such  as  this  would  probably  prove  to  be  excessively  ex- 
pensive and  not  economically  feasible. 

4.  Short  Term  Versus  Long  Term  Relationships: 

The  use  of  this  area  for  a subdivision  will  preclude  the  future  use  of  this 
area  for  livestock  production  (the  present  dominant  use) . The  land  use  will 
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change  £ran  grazing  to  seasonal  home  and  related  recreational  uses.  The 
latter  being  a more  intensive  use  would  thus  contribute  directly  and 
indirectly  to  the  economy  of  the  East  Glacier- Browning  area.  Increased 
taxable  valuation  would  benefit  Glacier  County. 

5.  Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitment  of  Resources: 

Land  used  for  roads,  buildings  and  other  construction  will  be  lost  to 
future  use  for  other  purposes.  Vegetation  removed  will  be  lost,  ma- 
terials used  in  the  construction  of  dwellings  and  other  structures  will 
be  essentially  lost  for  other  uses,  and  energy  sources  used  in  development 
will  be  irretrievably  lost. 

Wildlife  habitat  will  be  lost  for  future  use. 

IV.  PUBLIC  OBJECTIONS  TO  TIE  PROJECT,  IF  ANY,  AND  THEIR  RESOLUTIONS 

There  are  no  public  objections  to  this  proposal. 

V.  AGENCIES  CONSULTED  ABOUT  THE  PROJECT 

1.  State  and  Federal  Agencies: 

a.  Montana  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences, 

Helena,  Montana. 

b.  United  States  Forest  Service,  Choteau,  Montana. 

c.  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture,  Soil  Conservation  Service, 

Cut  Bank,  Montana. 

d.  United  States  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  Tribal  Council,  East 
Glacier,  Montana. 

2.  Local  Agency  and  Representative's  Name: 

Glacier  County  Attorney,  Mr.  Jack  Moore,  Cut  Bank,  Montana. 

3.  Subdivision  is  under  control  of  the  Glacier  Board  of  County  Commissioners. 
A preliminary  plat  has  been  presented  to  the  Board  and  they  have  granted 
its  approval  (See  Exhibit  G) . 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

To  comply  with  Section  5 (4)  (a),  (b) , (c) , (d) , Chapter  500,  Montana  Session 
Laws  1973,  Senate  Bill  No.  208. 

I.  ENVIRONMEUfAL  ASSESSMENT 

A.  Surface  Water 


1.  No  streams  are  expected  to  be  affected  or  changed  because  of  the 
subdivision.  However,  there  are  two  or  three  beaver  ponds  and  an 
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adjacent  marshy  area  within  the  subdivision.  These  wet  areas  will  not 
be  drained  nor  polluted  and  will  add  to  the  attractiveness  of  the  area. 

Z.  No  surface  water  developments  are  planned. 

3.  No  construction  or  modification  of  any  stream  or  channel  is  anticipated. 

4.  None  of  the  lots  border  on  any  stream  or  lake  used  for  boating. 

5.  Seme  lots  border  or  are  adjacent  to  Railroad  Creek.  However,  no  serious 
threat  from  flooding  is  anticipated  due  to  the  extranely  steep  banks  con- 
fining this  stream.  No  building  sites  are  within  the  100-year  floodplain. 

6.  No  highwater  marks  are  available.  No  flooding  of  any  part  of  the  sub- 
division is  anticipated. 

B.  Groundwater 


1.  Two  wells  will  be  drilled  in  approximation  to  or  on  Lot  15  in  Block  2 
and  Lot  5 in  Block  4.  The  results  of  these  wells  and  their  yields  will 
be  submitted  to  the  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 
immediately  upon  completion.  It  is  anticipated  that  these  wells  will 
demonstrate  the  availability  of  water  on  the  subdivision,  as  stated  in 

a letter  from  Mr.  W.  0.  Aikin  to  Mr.  A.  P.  Keppner,  dated  February  24, 

1974. 

2.  The  north  half  of  Section  29,  Township  31,  Range  12  lies  within  Quartemary 
Alluvium,  a freshwater  accumulation  of  silt,  sand,  clay  and  gravel, 

mixed  and  interbedded,  normally  unconsolidated  or  only  weakly  cemented. 

This  formation  usually  yields  small  to  moderate  amounts  of  water  and 
would  be  expected  to  provide  ample  water  for  danestic  use  in  the  sub- 
division. 

Terrace  gravels  (Quaternary/Tertiary)  are  widely  distributed  in  Glacier 
Gounty  and  occur  as  small  isolated  patches  and  large  remnants  of  fluvial 
deposits.  There  are  several  terrace  levels,  flat  topped,  gently  sloping 
away  fran  the  mountains.  The  highest  benches  are  near  the  mountain  front 
and  now  rise  hundreds  of  feet  above  present  streams.  The  larger  gravel 
remnants  are  sources  of  groundwater,  and  wells  yield  1 to  25  gallons  per 
minute,  depending  upon  gravel  thickness.  Many  of  the  springs  in  Glacier 
County  discharge  from  terrace  gravels. 

Glacier  Drift  aquifer  may  furnish  small  amounts  of  water  locally,  but 
is  basically  impervious  clay. 

If  wells  prove  unsatisfactory  for  water  supply,  lot  owners  will  install 
approved  cisterns  or  inside  water  tanks.  Water  is  available  from  East 
Glacier,  approximately  two  miles  distant.  (See  Exhibit  I.). 

C.  Topography 

1.  Percent  of  area  in  each  slope  category  is  given  in  the  following  table: 
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SLOPE  (Percent) 


PERCENT  OF  AREA 


0-2 20 

2-10 25 

10-20 25 

Over  20 30 


2.  No  major  cuts  and  fills  will  be  necessary.  Minor  cuts  and  fills  will  be 
necessary  for  road  construction,  but  roads  will  be  constructed  on  contours 
requiring  very  minimal  cuts  and  fills.  Culverts  will  be  used  as  needed 

in  some  areas,  but  these  can  be  placed  with  no  major  fills  required. 

3.  Any  areas  disturbed  will  be  seeded  to  native  grass  species,  rip- rapped, 
or  graveled  to  prevent  soil  erosion. 

D.  Vegetation 


1. §  Vegetation  types  are  delineated  on  Exhibit  A-1  and  are  described  as 

2.  follows  with  the  predicted  impact  for  each  type: 

Map  Symbol  Description 

R.T.  Ridge  Top:  This  zone  exhibits  a pronounced  effect  from 

the  strong,  frequent  winds  which  occur  in  this  area.  The 
vegetation  consists  primarily  of  grasses  with  a fair 
number  of  low,  distorted  limber  pine  {Pinus  flexilis')  ^ 
or  whitebark  pine  {Pirtus  albiaaulis) . There  are  also 
large  patches  of  bare  ground  as  a result  of  wind  erosion. 

Impact:  This  type  is  very  fragile  and  subject  to  high 
winds  and  consequent  erosion.  Extensive  erosion  has 
taken  place  in  past  years.  No  man- caused  disturbance 
will  be  permitted. 

B.L.  Bottom  Lands:  These  zones  follow  the  several  small, 

mostly  intermittent  streams  which  flow  through  the  sub- 
division. The  vegetation  varies  from  dense  stands  of 
shrubs,  such  as  thinleaf  alder  (Alnus  inoana)  and  willow 
(Salix  spp.)  to  stands  of  douglas-fir  (Pseudotsuga 
menziesii) 3 with  an  under story  of  shrubs  and  grasses 
which  line  the  steep  slopes  bordering  the  streams. 

Imga£t:  This  type  is  important  to  prevent  soil  erosion 
during  precipitation  runoff,  and  it  is  therefore  important 
that  only  necessary  disturbances  occur.  Access  roads  or 
building  sites  located  within  this  type  should  be  con- 
structed with  care,  and  exposed  areas  reseeded  immediately 
to  adapted  native  grass  and  shrub  species. 

G-L.  Grass  Lands:  These  generally  occur  in  the  lower,  more 

level  areas,  and  consist  of  native  grasses  and  forbs 
which  have  been  heavily  grazed  this  past  summer. 
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Map  Symbol  Description 

G.L.  (Continued)  Dominant  species  include  rough  fescue  (Festuoa  saabrella) ^ 
bluebunch  wheatgrass  (Agropyron  spioatun) y and  needle  and 
thread  (Stipa  comata) . 

Impact : Disturbance  of  this  area  is  not  particularly 
critical.  However,  any  areas  disturbed  should  be  reseeded 
to  the  above  native  species  to  the  extent  practicable. 

A.T.  Aspen  T)T)e:  This  occurs  in  mesic  areas  and  consists  of 

a fairly  solid  overstory  of  quaking  aspen  {Vopulus  tremu- 
loides)  and  some  understory  shrubs,  such  as  thinleaf  alder 
and  black  hawthorn  (Crataegus  douglasii) . 

Impact:  These  species  are  very  susceptible  to  disturbance 
and  some  of  them  would  be  removed  by  construction  of  roads 
and/or  building  sites.  Any  exposed  soil  should  be  protected 
by  reseeding  to  native  grass  species  or  graveled  (in  the 
case  of  roads  and  driveways) . 

C.F.  Conifer  Forest:  This  zone  covers  the  north  face  of  the 

ridge  which  crosses  the  subdivision.  The  predominant 
overstory  species  is  lodgepole  pine  (Finns  eontorta)  with 
some  douglas  fir,  and  fir  (Abies  spp.).  Thinleaf  alder  is 
also  ccmmon  through  this  zone  as  an  understory  shrub, 
along  with  some  willow,  Canadian  buffalo-berry  (Shepherdia 
canadensis )y  and  others. 

Impact : This  rather  extensive  type  offers  an  aesthetically 
appealing  setting  for  seasonal  dwellings.  Only  that  area 
actually  needed  for  access  roads,  drives  and  building  sites 
should  be  disturbed.  Exposed  areas,  including  small  cuts 
and  fills,  should  be  reseeded  with  native  grass  species. 

E.  Wildlife 


1.  The  subdivision  contains  several  important  wildlife  species  including: 
mule  deer  (Odoooileus  hemionus)^  white  tail  deer  (Odoaoileus  virginianus ) y 
ruffed  grouse  (Bonasa  umbellus)y  blue  grouse  (Dendrapapus  obsaurus ) y 
beaver  (Castor  canadensis) y mink  (Mustella  vison) y and  several  species  of 
waterfowl  and  shorebirds.  Insectivorous  birds  are  found  during  migration. 

Impact : Any  area  disturbed  or  vegetation  destroyed  will  limit  the  amount 
of  habitat  available  and,  consequently,  exert  a detrimental  effect  upon 
wild  species.  However,  the  total  amount  of  disturbance  is  anticipated 
to  be  small,  and  only  a minor  effect  will  occur  to  indigenous  species. 
Human  activity  may  cause  some  species  such  as  deer  and  grouse  to  move 
away  frcm  dwellings,  but  this  is  expected  to  be  neglibigle  as  far  as  the 
surrounding  populations  are  concerned. 

2.  Aquatic  species  are  expected  to  show  little  or  no  effect,  as  no  drainage 
of  wet  areas  will  be  pemitted.  No  enhancement  of  habitat  is  anticipated. 
There  are  no  critical  habitat  areas  occurring  within  the  subdivision. 
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F.  Soils 

1.  Soil  types  of  the  area  are  shown  on  Exhibit  B.  A detailed  description  of 
these  soils  in  relation  to  construction,  road  building,  drainage,  and  other 
characteristics  is  given  in  a report  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  of 
Glacier  County. 

2.  There  are  no  proposed  restrictions  on  types  of  buildings  which  may  be  con- 
structed. No  buildings  with  basements  are  anticipated. 

Most  areas  contain  soils  which  would  provide  for  reasonable  lawns  or  land- 
scape plantings. 

G.  Geology 

1.  Most  of  Glacier  County  is  within  the  influence  of  former  glacial  activity. 
The  Continental  Glacier  (1  million  years  ago) , and  the  Alpine  Glacier  (10 
thousand  years  ago)  both  left  their  influence  upon  the  land  forms  and  soils. 
As  is  typical  of  such  areas,  they  vary  widely  in  mixtures  of  silt,  sand, 
gravel,  boulders  and  clays. 

Judging  from  present  roads  constructed  in  the  area,  and  also  residences 
nearby,  there  is  no  critical  building  or  construction  situation  anticipated. 
Roads  will  be  graveled,  and  no  basements,  as  such,  are  contonplated. 

No  effects  are  anticipated  upon  the  total  geological  complex  of  the  area 
by  development  of  the  subdivision.  Percolation  test  logs  are  shown  in 
Exhibit  D. 

II.  COMMUNITY  IMPACT  REPORT 
A.  Water 


1.  It  is  expected  that  individual  wells  will  provide  water  for  the  dwellings 
and  other  domestic  uses.  There  is  no  municipal  or  central  water  system 
planned  for  the  area.  Wells  will  be  dug  and  developed  within  guidelines 
set  forth  by  the  State  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences. 

Cisterns  may  also  be  used  (See  Section  I (b)  of  this  report) . 

2.  It  is  anticipated  that  sufficient  water  is  available  from  individual  wells. 
Water  is  also  available  at  East  Glacier  for  lot  owners  wlio  install  cisterns 
or  use  indoor  storage  tanks. 

3.  All  water  developments,  including  wells,  will  meet  Health  Department  standards. 
Tlie  water  supply  at  East  Glacier  is  an  approved  system. 

4.  Not  applicable.  No  centralized  water  system  is  planned. 

5.  Not  applicable. 

6.  Each  owner  will  be  responsible  for  his  own  water  supply  syston  costs 
including  digging  wells  or  obtaining  water  from  East  Glacier. 

7.  Each  individual  will  maintain  his  own  water  supply  system. 


Page  10 


B.  Sewage  Disposal 

1.  Methods  of  sewage  disposal  and  waste  water  disposal  will  be  as  follows: 

a.  Septic  tanks  and  drainfields  will  be  allowed  for  Lots  in  Blocks  1,  3, 

4 and  all  Lots  in  Block  2 except  3 and  4,  and  Lots  1,  2,  23,  24,  25, 

26  in  Block  5. 

b.  Lots  2 and  3 in  Block  2 and  Lots  3 through  22  in  Block  5 will  be 
restricted  to  the  following  methods  of  disposal: 

(1)  Approved  type  pit  privies. 

(2)  Incinerator  type  toilets  and  seepage  pots  for  disposal  of  white 
waste  water. 

(3)  A seepage  pot  for  disposal  of  white  waste  water  will  be  allowed 
for  those  owners  choosing  to  construct  approved  pit-type  privies 
in  lieu  of  the  incinerator- t>'pe  toilet. 

2.  These  methods  are  sufficient  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  completed  subdivision 

3.  All  systems  meet  State  Board  of  Health  specifications. 

4.  Not  applicable.  No  centralized  sewerage  systm  is  planned. 

5.  Not  applicable.  No  centralized  sewerage  system  is  planned. 

6.  Not  applicable.  No  centralized  sewerage  system  is  planned. 

C.  Solid  Waste  Disposal 

1.  Each  owner  will  be  responsible  for  his  own  solid  waste  disposal.  There  is 
a solid  waste  dump  at  East  Glacier,  and  lot  owners  can  use  the  facility. 
(See  Exhibit  H.). 

2.  This  system  will  be  adequate  for  the  subdivision. 

3.  This  method  meets  state  standards  as  far  as  the  subdivision  is  concerned. 
East  Glacier  would  be  responsible  for  the  solid  waste  dump  that  it  operates 

4.  Not  applicable  to  subdivision.  East  Glacier  will  administer  the  city  dump. 

D.  Drainage 

1.  Synopsis: 

a.  Surface  runoff  will  be  carried  off  in  existing  natural  drainages.  Cul- 
verts and  borrow  ditches  along  roads  will  be  provided.  No  other  systen 
or  method  is  necessary. 

b.  All  disturbed  areas  will  be  seeded  to  native  grass  species  or  graveled. 

c.  All  costs  of  erosion  control  and  drainage  from  road  construction  will 
be  paid  by  the  developer. 
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d.  The  developer  will  construct  all  access  roads. 

e.  No  corrective  work  will  be  necessary  to  construct  buildings  or  other 
structures. 

f.  Highest  lot  elevation:  5,140  feet 
Lowest  lot  elevation:  4,500  feet 

2.  No  plan  for  storm  drainage  is  necessary. 

3.  No  plan  for  erosion  control  exists  or  is  needed,  except  for  that  stated  in 
1 (b)  above. 

E . Roads 


1.  Access  roads  locations  are  shown  on  the  attached  map  (See  Exhibit  A). 

Each  access  road  is  constructed  joining  the  public  road  shown  on  Exhibit 

A.  Tum-arounds  are  provided  at  the  "dead  end"  of  each  access  road.  Roads 
will  be  surfaced  with  gravel . 

2.  Roads  are  constructed  and  paid  for. 

3.  Installation  costs  of  road  construction  were  paid  by  the  developer.  The 
maintenance  costs  will  be  paid  by  each  owner. 

a.  Not  applicable.  No  roads  will  be  dedicated. 

4.  Increased  traffic  generated  because  of  the  subdivision  is  estimated  to  be 
about  200  to  300  vehicles  per  day,  maximum,  at  full  development.  This  will 
not  appreciably  affect  the  existing  traffic  on  connecting  roads  and  highways 
in  the  area. 

5.  Existing  roads  and  streets  can  safely  handle  the  increased  traffic. 

a.  Immediately  after  hea\ry  snowfall,  grading  may  be  necessary  on  the 

East  Glacier-Heart  Butte  road,  but  no  special  or  extra  grading  should 
need  to  be  accomplished.  It  may  be  necessary  to  gravel  that  portion  of 
the  road  which  falls  within  the  subdivision  and  perhaps  the  entire 
road  from  the  subdivision  to  Highway  2. 

6.  No.  Some  lots  cannot  be  reached  in  winter  with  conventional  vehicles.  How- 
ever, the  entire  development  is  recreation  oriented,  and  as  such,  most  owners 
will  be  present  only  during  summer. 

7.  Access  is  by  public  road  to  the  subdivision  and  then  by  private  road  to 
each  individual  lot. 

8.  Each  lot  o^-mer  owns  the  portion  of  private  road  bordering  his  property 
and  is  responsible  for  maintenance  of  that  portion  of  road. 

F.  Utilities 


1.  The  preliminary  plan  has  been  discussed  with  the  electric  power  ccmpany,  and 

2.  electricity  will  be  furnished  to  the  subdivision  area.  See  Exhibit  F for 
verification.  No  gas  or  telephone  is  available. 


3. 
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Street  lighting  will  not  be  furnished. 

4.  Utilities  (electricity)  will  be  furnished  as  lots  are  purchased.  The 
developer  will  bring  lines  to  the  subdivision. 

G.  Bnergency  Services 

1.  The  nearest  police  or  sheriff  protection  and  hospital  facilities  are  at 
Browning,  Shelby  and  Cut  Bank.  No  fire  protection  exists. 

2.  During  the  summer  months,  there  is  a doctor  at  East  Glacier  with  complete 
hospital  facilities  at  Shelby  and  Cut  Bank.  Otherwise,  the  development 
is  typical  of  a rural  area  in  Montana. 

H.  Schools 

1.  No  schools  exist  in  the  vicinity  except  at  East  Glacier  and  Heart  Butte. 
However,  because  the  development  is  a seasonal  (summer)  t>'pe  situation, 
no  school  facilities  are  necessary  for  lot  ov\Tiers. 

2.  No  school  children  will  be  generated  for  the  area  because  of  the  sub- 
division. 

3.  Yes,  if  any  exist. 

4.  Yes,  as  there  are  no  anticipated  extra  students  who  would  be  attending  the 
school  in  East  Glacier  because  of  the  subdivision. 

I.  Parks  and  Recreation  Facilities 


1.  None  proposed  in  the  subdivision.  The  land  within  the  developmient  is 
excellent  recreational  land  and  affords  opportunity  for  outdoor  activities 
t>T)ical  of  such  a development.  Glacier  Park  is  approximately  three  miles 
northwest  of  the  area. 

2.  No  public  access  to  any  public  lands  is  affected  by  the  subdivision. 

J.  Tax  Revenue 

1.  The  tax  revenue  for  the  area  before  development  (1973)  was  $48.04.  Estimated 
tax  revenue  for  1974  will  be  $617.66. 

a.  Anticipated  range  of  residential  valuation  is  unknown  but  probably 
between  $5,000  and  $30,000. 

b.  It  is  not  possible  to  estimate  the  total  valuation  of  the  development 
at  present.  These  figures  will  be  available  from  the  Glacier  County 
treasurer  or  assessor  as  construction  and  development  progresses. 

K.  Nuisances  and  Safety  Factors 

1.  There  are  no  nuisance  or  pollution  factors  present,  except  at  East  Glacier, 
a distance  of  about  three  miles  to  the  northwest.  There  are  no  industrial 
developments  which  would  be  expected  to  have  any  adverse  effect  upon  the 
subdivision  residents.  The  Burlington  Northern  Railroad  passes  through 
East  Glacier  within  three  miles  of  the  subdivision,  and  this  could  cause 
a minor  noise  disturbance. 
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2.  No  hazards  of  unusual  nature  exist  in  or  around  the  subdivision. 

3.  Some  of  the  lots  are  adjacent  to  and  include  wetlands  and  wet  ground. 
However,  each  lot  contains  an  area  of  sufficient  size  to  provide  a resi- 
dential site  separate  from  such  wet  areas.  The  presence  of  these  aquatic 
environs  add  to  the  aesthetic  appeal  of  the  area. 

4.  No  natural  hazards  exist  which  cannot  be  insured  for. 

5.  Weather  is  characterized  by  cool  summers,  cold  winters,  and  strong  westerly 
winds.  Heavy  snow  and  blowing  snow  occurs  frequently  in  the  area  during 
the  winter  months.  Ground  blizzards  are  not  uncanmon  to  the  area.  The 
average  date  of  the  last  killing  frost  at  Browning  is  June  6th.  The 
average  date  of  the  first  killing  frost  is  September  7th.  At  elevations 
above  4,300  feet,  these  dates  may  be  closer  to  each  other.  The  area  is 
subject  to  late  afternoon  and  evening  thundershowers,  and  precipitation 

is  highly  variable. 

6.  Annual  precipitation  ranges  from  100  inches  in  the  higher  mountains  to 
about  12  inches  in  eastern  Glacier  County.  Chinook  winds  are  conmon  to 
the  area.  Winds  exceeding  70  to  90  miles  per  hour  have  been  recorded  in 
the  vicinity.  Although  these  extremes  exist,  the  general  weather  is  con- 
sidered normal  for  this  part  of  the  state.  Considerable  drifting  and 
heav>^  snow  accumulation  can  be  expected  on  all  northerly  and  easterly 
facing  slopes. 
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I.  This  is  an  inventory  and  evaluation  of  the  soils  on  the  n2-29-T31N-R12W  prepared  for 
Billy  Big  Springs,  et.  al.  at  the  request  of  Ecological  Consulting  Service,  Helena, 
Montana.  The  proposed  use  is  for  a housing  subdivision.  Reproduction  of  the  Soil 
Survey  has  been  furnished  previously  - this  writeup  is  to  provide  a basis  for 
interpretation  by  Ecological  Consulting  of  those  photos. 

I.  The  area  involved  is  approximately  one  and  a half  miles  south  of  East  Glacier. 
Examination  of  a topographical  map  shows  almost  the  entire  area  is  a north- facing 
slope  with  elevation  ranging  from  about  4,700  feet  to  over  5,100  feet.  Almost  all 
I of  the  area  is  forested.  The  annual  precipitation  of  East  Glacier  is  just  over 

j 30  inches  of  precipitation  a year.  This  combination  of  factors  means  that  it  is 

i a high  snow  accumulation  area  with  the  snow  staying  late  into  the  spring  before 

I melting  out.  The  snow  accumulation  presents  access  problans  to  any  home  in  the 

j area  and  a high  snow  load  design  problem  in  the  houses  themselves. 

[l.  The  soils  present  in  the  area  are: 

I 581EF  - Doby  - shale  outcrop  complex,  very  steep 

I 185CE  - Babb-Hanson  complex,  hilly 

{ 389CE  - Adel-Babb  complex,  hilly 

I 92CE  - Swifton  and  Garlet  soils,  hilly 

j 192EF  - Swifton-Rockland  association,  very  steep 

[l  The  numerical  portion  of  the  soil  s^bol  denotes  the  soil  that  is  delineated.  The 
alphabetical  portion  of  the  symbol  indicates  the  slope  ranges  of  the  topography 
within  the  delineation.  The  slopes  present  here  are: 

C - 4 to  8 percent 
D - 8 to  15  percent 
E - 15  to  25  percent 
F - 25  to  45  percent 

Percent  of  slope  is  the  rise  or  fall  in  elevation  each  one  hundred  feet. 

The  term  complex  in  the  soil’s  name  means  that  there  are  two  distinct  soils  present 
within  the  delineation  but  that  they  are  so  intermingled  that  it  is  not  feasible 
to  map  each  one  separately.  It  requires  a field  examination  to  determine  the  soil 
at  any  given  point  in  a ccmplex.  Identification  features  are  given  in  the  respective 
soils  description  following. 

Adel  Series 

The  Adel  soil  consists  of  well-drained  soils  formed  in  accumulation  positions. 

Percent  material  is  mixed  alluvium,  glacial  till,  and  loamy  sedimentary  bedrock. 
Typically,  a profile  consists  of  a thick,  black,  loamy  Al  horizon  (0-14")  over  a 
thick,  dark  B horizon  (14-38")  that  lacks  clay  accumulation  and  structural  develop- 
ment. A weak  lime  zone  is  sometimes  present  below  3 feet. 

. Tlie  Adel  differs  from  the  Babb  by  lacking  the  texture  and  structure  development  of 
* the  B horizon. 

Babb  Series 


'Hie  Babb  series  consists  of  well-drained  soils  formed  in  accumulation  positions. 
It  was  developed  from  loamy  parent  material  of  glacial,  alluvial  and  bedrock 
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sources.  The  typical  profile  is  characterized  by  a thick,  dark,  loamy  A1  horizon 
(0-18**)  over  a brown,  blocky  clay  loam  or  silty  clay  loam  B2  horizon  (18-37")  which 
is  leached  by  lime  to  3 feet  or  more. 

The  Babb  series  differs  from  the  Adel  by  having  a more  highly  developed  texture  and 
structure  in  the  B2  horizon. 

Doby  Series 


The  Doby  series  developed  in  heavy  clay  loams  to  clay  shale  parent  materials.  A 
typical  profile  has  a moderately  thick,  dark  colored  A1  horizon  (0-12")  which  is 
partly  mantle  material  of  glacial  origin  overlying  high  fractured  hard  weathering 
clay  loam  shales.  These  soils  are  not  extensive  but  occur  in  complex  with  several 
soils  in  the  disturbed  belt  along  the  mountains.  The  soil  is  generally  well  drained 
but  perched  water  may  be  present  in  the  fractured  shale  substratum  in  local  areas 
and  this  would  be  slow  to  drain  away  in  the  spring. 

Garlet  Series 


Garlet  soils  are  noncalcareous , very  gravelly  soils.  The  depth  of  the  soil  profile 
is  usually  the  depth  of  the  soil.  Fractured  bedrock  occurs  at  60  to  80  inches.  They 
are  associated  with  steep  mountain  slopes  and  were  developed  under  a boreal  conifer 
forest  with  a shrub -grass  understory. 

Infiltration  rate  is  high  and  penmeability  of  the  soil  is  rapid. 

Hanson  Series 


The  Hanson  soils  developed  in  limestone  glacial  till  and  outwash  deposits.  It  is 
characterized  by  a high  proportion  of  coarse  fragments,  a thin  A1  horizon  and  a 
prominent  lime  horizon  within  15  inches  of  the  surface. 

Rockland  - Rock  outcrop  areas 

Shale  Outcrop  - Shale  outcrop  areas 

Chart  I - Physical  and  Chemical  Properties  of  the  Soils 

Chart  II  - Engineering  Properties  - Degree  and  Kind  of  Limitations 


TABLE  II.  Engineering  Properties  - Degree  and  Kind  of  Limitation 
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Septic  Tank  Picnic  Areas 

Absoi-ption  Shallow  With  Without  Local  Roads  Paths  and 

Field  E-xcavations  Basements  Basements  and  Streets  and  Trails  Ca'npground Roadfill 
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An  Addendum 
to 

The  Environmental  Assessment 
prepared  by 

Ecological  Consulting  Service,  Inc. 
for 

Glacier  Acres  Subdivision 


Statanent  of  Information  Regarding  Water  and  Sewerage  Service  for  Realty  Subdivisions 


I.  (6) (a)  Proposed  method  of  supplying  water. 


(1)  A test  well  has  been  drilled  on  the  proposed  subdivision  on  the  14th  of 
March,  1974  by  Doug  Mendenliall  of  Great  Falls.  The  driller's  log  is  re- 
ported as  follows: 


Top  of  Ground 

From 

To 

(feet) 

(feet) 

0 

7 

7 

21 

21 

34 

34 

42 

42 

46 

46 

52 

Top  soil 
Gravel  and  Sand 
Blue  Clay 
Shale 

Hard  Sandstone 
Black  Sand 


This  hole  was  din-lled  hy  hand  auger  only  as  for  a test.  The  formation 
test  pimped  7 to  9 gallons  per  minute  for  approximately  45  minutes. 
When  I pulled  test  hose  from  hole,  the  top  gravel  fell  in  and  I lost 
approximately  26  feet  of  hose  down  the  hole. 


This  test  well  was  drilled  in  the  vicinity  of  Lot  5 in  Block  4.  Another 
test  well  in  the  vicinity  of  Lot  15  of  Block  2 will  be  required  some 
time  in  the  future  if  wells  are  to  be  considered  as  an  approved  source 
of  potable  water. 


(2)  It  is  possible  to  use  cisterns  as  an  approved  water  supply.  Exhibit  I that 
confirms  the  willingness  of  the  Glacier  Park  Company  to  furnish  water 
has  not  been  submitted.  An  approved  method  of  transporting  the  water  has 
not  been  proposed. 

A statement  from  the  General  Counsel  of  the  Blackfeet  Tribe  has  been 
filed  with  the  department.  Its  contents  in  essence  is  as  follows: 


Following  is  the  statement  of  the  Blaokfeet  Tribe  relative  to  the  pro- 
posed subdivision  above  referred  to;  it  is  my  understanding  that  this 
may  be  a preliminary  statement  and  that  I as  attorney  for  the  tribe 
will  be  allowed  to  make  further  comments. 
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The  purpose  of  this  statement  is  to  shou  that  the  proposed  sub- 
division aonfliats  directly  with  several  ownership  rights  and 
planning  efforts  of  the  Black feet  Tribe. 

Firsts  the  Blackfeet  Indian  Reservation  contains  approximately 
1.5  million  acres  in  Northwestern  Montana.  The  proposed  sub- 
division lies  entirely  within  the  exterior  houndanies  of  the 
Reservation^  and  is  therefore  subject  to  zoning  and  other  planning 
efforts  of  the  Tribe.  Article  I of  the  Constitution  of  the  Black- 
feet  Tribe  states  tho.t  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Tribe  extends  to 
all  territories  within  the  boundaries  of  the  reservation. 

Secondly j the  Tribe  claims  absolute  ownership  of  the  right  to  the 
use  of  water  arising  on,  bordering ^ underlying , traversing , the 
Indian  Reservation.  This  claim  is  based  on  rights  aboriginal  in 
nature  and  also  on  a family  of  legal  precedents  and  cases  be- 
ginnirg  with  the  U.  S.  Supreme  Court  decision  of  winters  v.  U.  S., 

207  U.  S.  564.  There  is  absolutely  no  question  of  the  right  of 
the  various  Indian  Tribes  to  the  first  and  paramount  right  to  the  use  of 
water  arising  on,  etc.  as  stated  in  tha  Winters  case.  This  necessarily 
encompasses  ground  water,  surface  water  and.  all  water  which  potential 
subdivision  applicants  would  have  to  look  to  for  water  sourdes  and  for 
disposal  of  waste. 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  Tribe  that  a subdivision  applicant 
cannot,  in  light  of  the  above  stated  legal  precedent,  establish 
any  right  to  the  use  of  any  water  on  the  Blackfeet  Reservation, 
except  by  privilege  or  permit  granted  by  the  Blackfeet  Tribal 
Business  Council.  The  Blackfeet  Tribe  has  issued  no  pemiit  to 
the  owners  of  the  real  property  covered  in  the  application  for 
the  subdivision  called  Glacier  Acres,  here  in  question.  It  is  the 
stance  of  the  Tribe  that  applicants  for  such  a subdivision  cannot 
withdraw  water  from  wells  within  the  exterior  boundaries  of  the 
Reservation  without  express  approval  of  the  Tribe. 

The  Tribe  has  therefore  the  absolute  right  to  control  the  use  of 
all  surface  and  ground  water  as  above  stated. 

Case  law,  well  established,  defines  the  right  of  the  various 
Indian  Reservations  to  the  undiminished  supply  of  pure  and 
unpolluted  water  in  accordance  with  the  Winters  case.  Any 
pollution,  therefore,  of  water  on  the  resenvation  is  a 
violation  of  legal  precedent  and  subject  to  injunctive  relief 
in  favor  of  the  Tribe.  The  Blackfeet  Tribe  has,  in  fact,  re- 
cently instituted  and  brought  to  a successful  conclusion  such 
litigation. 

Third,  the  Department  of  Interior  has  recognized  the  right  of 
the  Tribes  to  xvgulate  their  natural  resources . This  in- 
cludes all  yiatural  resources  such  as  wild  life,  water,  and 
recreational  areas. 

The  Blackfeet  Tribe  recently  has  passed  an  interim  zoning 
ordinance  and  a comprehensive  code  of  zoning  ordinances 
which  the  applicants  in  the  Glacier  Acres  Subdivision  have 
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aompletety  circumvented  and  ignored.  The  zoning  ordinance 
and  code  provide  criminal  penalties  for  violators.  These 
zoning  ordinances  regulations  provide  that  the  area 
encompassed  by  Glacier  Acres  is  to  he  left  in  a natural 
state,  meaning  of  course  no  form  of  commercial  or  recreational 
construction. 

Lastly,  The  Blackfeet  Tribe  has  the  right  to  deny  access  and 
easements  across  tribal  lands  and  streams.  The  proposed  sub- 
division would  have  to  apply  for  these  rights  of  access  and  ease- 
ments. At  present,  such  applications  would  be  summarily 
denied  because  of  the  list  of  violations  attributable  to 
this  subdivision  application. 

We  expressly  reserve  thn  right  to  make  further  comments  on 
these  matters. 


It  should  be  noted  that  the  matter  of  water  availability  is  in  serious  doubt  at 
this  time. 


I.  (7}  (a)  Sewerage  Service 

A field  inspection  was  made  the  6th  of  February,  1974  by  Wilbur  0.  Aikin,  registered 
professional  engineer  and  economic  geologist.  The  comments  made  with  respect  to 
sewage  disposal  and  topography  stemming  from  this  field  investigation  are  as 
follows: 

SEWAGE  AND  TOPOGRAPHY 


A.  Block  4,  Lots  1 through  25 

Sites  are  totally  without  criticism.  They  should  lend  themselves  to 
home  site  very  well. 

B.  Block  2,  Lots  I through  27 

Most  of  these  lots  are  excellent;  however,  several  are  close  in  to  a 
beaver  pond  and/or  spring  bog  (Lots  2 and  4)  which  may  create  seepage 
problems.  If  the  (septic  tank)  permit  system  is  enforced  here,  the 
lots  are  usable.  But  the  disposal  area  is  limited  and  builders  will 
need  help  from  the  county  sanitarian  if  drainfields  are  to  he  fault- 
free  . 

C.  Block  2,  Lots  1 through  5 

Same  comments  as  those  for  Block  2,  above.  Lot  5 is  an  obvious 
access  problem  but  it  is  also  larger  than  10  acres. 

D.  Block  1,  Lots  1 through  12 

The  south  half  is  without  criticism  (Lots  1 through  7),  but  the  back 
half  will  be  difficult  to  utilize  if  only  because  of  steep  access 
roads  and  a very  irregular  series  of  random  slopes.  I could  not  get 
down  into  this  area;  however,  the  general  topographic  pattern  was 
visible  from  the  rim  above. 
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I might  add  that  on  the  north  half  of  the  entire  subdivision  the  contour  lines 
are  misleading . Slopes  are  not  at  all  even,  hut  are  very  abrupt  in  "bad-lands" 
like  fashion.  Benched  areas  such  as  this  often  have  adequate  building  sites, 
hm  getting  to  them  is  an  obvious  difficulty . If  it  mere  necessary  for  the  roads 
to  he  brought  to  county  standard  and  dedicated.  Lots  8 through  IS  would  have  to 
he  redesigned. 

E.  Block  6,  Lots  1 through  26 

Lots  25  and  26  are  clearly  without  criticism.  The  balance  of  this  block 
(Lots  1 through  24)  would  be  either  filed  as  a single  large  block, 
deleted  from  the  submittal,  or  platted  to  larger  lot  size.  The  area  has 
virtually  nothing  in  common  with  the  rest  of  the  subdivision.  Slopes  are 
steep,  building  sites  will  probably  be  restricted  to  locations  near  the 
road,  and  the  lot  frontages  (200  plus  feet  is  the  average)  provide  very 
little  available  space  for  meeting  state  standards  without  extraordinainly 
difficult  road  construction. 

A special  restrictive  covenant  might  be  possible  for  these  steep  lots.  Pit  privies 
or  incinerator  toilets  with  white  water  seepage  pits  might  be  adequate  providing 
they  are  approvable.  However,  special  consideration  will  he  an  absolute 
necessity  if  these  lots  are  to  be  built  on  without  environmental  problems  occurring. 
It  approved,  the  developers  should  be  asked  to  define  a specific  utilization  format 
for  use  on  all  the  lots.  It  is  also  extremely  likely  that  the  subsurface 
structuring  may  he  just  as  difficult  from  the  rest  of  the  subdivision  as  the  surface 
topography  is.  If  true,  assumptions  made  with  regard  to  water  supply  (by  the 
demonstration  drilled  wells)  in  the  rest  of  the  subdivision  may  not  be  at  all  true 
in  this  sidehill  area. 

It  is  my  feeling  that  this  block  should  be  left  undivided  until  the  problems  of 
the  entire  area  are  encountered  and  solved.  Then  the  block  might  be  submitted  at 
a later  date  with  a new  layout  design  firmly  fixed  around  information  gained  in  the 
main  development . 

1(8)  Drainage  and  Runoff  - Streets  and  Roads 

As  noted  under  sewage  and  topography,  if  it  were  necessar>"  for  roads  to  be  brought  to 
county  standard  and  dedicated,  several  lots  would  have  to  be  redesigned, 

II.  Existing  Ecological  Conditions 

5.  InfoiTTiation  on  additional  water  table  information  in  low-lying  areas  has 
not  been  submitted  to  date. 

III.  Environmental  Assessment 
(3)  Alterates  Considered 

These  are  not  all  the  alternates  that  are  available  to  the  department. 

They  will  be  discussed  later  in  this  addendum. 

IV.  Public  Objections  to  the  Project 

Tliere  have  been  objections  to  this  project  expressed  by  the  Blackfeet  Tribe. 

Tribal  Resolution  79-73  and  correspondence  from  the  Blackfeet  Tribe  addressed  to 
William  Big  Spring,  Ray  Bauer  and  Dr.  Robert  Casey  assert  this  opposition  on  the 
basis  of  violation  of  tribal  zoning  laws. 
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THE  BLACKFEET  TRIBE 
of  the  Blaokfeet  Indian  Reservation 

Browning 3 Montana 
Zip  S9417 


March  18^  1974 


Mr.  Ray  E.  Bauer  and 
Dr.  Robert  J.  Casey 
dba  Glacier  Acres 
Z841  4th.  Avenue  South 
Great  Falls,  Montana 

Gentlemen: 

It  has  come  to  the  attention  of  the  Blackfeet  Tribal  Business  Council  that  you  are 
plannuig  a subdivision  in  an.  area  near  East  Glacier,  Montana  within  the  exterior 
boundaries  of  the  Blackfeet  Reservation  and  more  particularly  described  as:  the 
North  % of  Section  29,  Township  31  North,  Range  12  West,  P.M.,  Glacier  County. 

This  is  to  inform  you  that  the  Blackfeet  Tribe  has  passed  a comprehensive  set  of 
zoning  ordinances  for  all  land  on  the  Blackfeet  Reservation.  Section  18.40  of 
this  ordinance  zones  the  area  described  above  as  an  area  to  be  left  in  the  natural 
state  and  specifically  prohibits  the  use  of  commercial  or  residential  subdivisions . 

This  letter  is  to  put  you  on  notice  of  the  Blackfeet  zoning  laws.  If  you  have  any 
questions  cojicerning  this  matter,  please  contact  me  at  my  office  in  Browning, 
Montana. 

Sincerely  yours, 

/s/  Philip  E.  Roy 

Philip  E.  Roy 
General  Counsel 
Blackfeet  Tribe 

PER:sw 

cc:  Glacier  County  Board 
of  Commissioners 
John  P.  Moore 
Montana  Dept,  of  Health 
and  Environmental  Sciences 
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EKVIRONMEm'AL  ASSESSME^JT 


Environmental  Assessment 

A.  Surface  Water 

As  noted  previously,  caution  must  be  exercised  in  the  revieiv  of  proposals  for 
sewage  disposal  facilities  in  the  vicinity  of  the  beaver  ponds. 

B.  Groundwater 

As  noted  previously,  one  test  well  has  been  drilled.  The  reluctance  of  the 
Blackfeet  Tribe  to  issue  a permit  for  the  use  of  their  groundwater  resources  by 
those  financially  concerned  with  the  proposed  Glacier  Acres  Subdivision  would 
indicate  the  unavailability  of  potable  water.  The  Exhibit  I that  confirms 
the  availability  of  water  from  East  Glacier  has  not  been  received.  No  approved 
method  of  transporting  water  has  been  proposed. 

C.  Topography 

It  should  be  noted  that  most  of  the  slopes  over  20  percent  are  generally  steeper 
than  50  percent. 

Community  Impact 

C.  Solid  Waste  Disposal 

Exliibit  H has  been  received  from  the  Glacier  County  Commissioners  giving  per- 
mission for  the  proposed  Glacier  Acres  Subdivision  and  those  who  would  purchase 
lots  in  said  subdivision  to  use  the  solid  waste  disposal  facility  at  East 
Glacier,  Montana,  for  disposal  of  solid  waste  materials  generated  by  and  in  the 
proposed  subdivision.  It  should  be  noted  that  this  facility  is  nothing  more 
than  an  open  burning  dump  and  closure  is  under  consideration  by  state  and  local 
authorities . 

F.  Utilities 

Exhibit  F has  been  received  from  Glacier  Electric  Cooperative,  Inc.  stating  that 
electric  power  is  available  for  the  proposed  Glacier  Acres  Subdivision  and  that 
they  will  provide  same  as  required  when  necessary. 


Alternatives  Available  to  this  Department 

1.  Approve  the  subdivision  plat  as  submitted.  Due  to  present  circumstances,  the 
exercise  of  this  alternative  at  this  time  is  precluded  by  the  following: 

a.  Tnis  proposed  development  is  within  the  exterior  boundaries  of  the  Black- 
feet  Reservation.  It  appears  that  ownership  and  control  of  all  surface 
and  ground  waters  within  the  exterior  boundaries  of  the  Blackfeet  Reservation 
are  invested  to  the  Blackfeet  Tribe.  This  raises  serious  doubt  as  to  the 
availability  and  dependability  of  a water  supply  to  the  proposed  development. 
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b.  'Fhe  local  planning  and  zoning  authority  (the  Blackfeet  Tribal  Business 
Council)  is  in  opposition  to  the  proposed  project  and  does  not  deem  it 
prudent  to  grant  a prelijTiinary  subdivision  approval.  Until  this  position 

is  altered  in  favor  of  those  witli  a vested  economic  interest  in  the  proi^osed 
development,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  deoiis  it 
pindent  to  defer  further  action.  Additional  expenditure  of  pul^lic  resources 
in  the  area  of  subdivision  review  would  be  futile  at  this  tune. 

c.  Lots  1 through  26,  Block  5,  appear  to  be  unacceptable  with  respect  to  sewage 
disposal . 

d.  The  results  of  groundwater  studies  on  the  lots  adjacent  to  the  beaver  ponds 
must  be  submitted  and  evaluated  before  approval  of  the  lots  in  question  can 
be  considered. 

e.  It  should  be  ascertained  whether  roads  affecting  lots  in  Block  1 need  to  be 
brought  to  county  standards  and  consequently  necessitate  the  redesign  of 
Lots  8 through  13. 

2.  Refuse  to  approve  the  subdivision  plat  as  submitted.  Due  to  circumstances 
enumerated  in  number  1 above,  consideration  should  be  given  to  this  alternative. 

3.  CrcUit  sulxlivisLon  plat  approval  on  portions  of  the  property  that  can  meet  de- 
partJiient  rc(|u iremeiits  with  respect  to  water  su[q')ly,  sewage  disi^osal,  solid 
waste  disposal  and  water  quality.  Until  questions  of  zoning  and  water  rights 

with  the  Blackfeet  Tribe  are  resolved,  the  department  cannot  consider  implementation 
of  tliis  alternative. 


This  statement  was  prepared  by  Alfred  P.  Keppner,  B.S.F.,  M.S.,  Soils  Scientist, 
with  infonnation  fumished  by  Ecological  Consulting  Service,  Inc.;  Big  Spring 
Enterprises;  U.  S.  D.  A.  Soil  Conservation  Service;  Wilbur  0.  Aikin,  Professional 
Engineer  and  Economic  Ceologist;  and  the  Blackfeet  Tribal  Business  Council. 
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Department  of  Health  and  Enfironmental  Sciences 

'state  of  MOIMTAIMA  HELENA, MONTANA  59601 


John  S.  Anderson  M.D. 


im  ? 1974 


May  20,  1974 


Board  of  County  Canmiss loners.  Courthouse,  Cut  Bank 
City- County  Planning  Board,  Courthouse,  Cut  Bank 
G.  Do  Waller,  M.D.,  County  Health  Officer,  Cut  Bank 
Mike  Clasby,  Sanitarian,  Courthouse,  Conrad 
Environmental  Quality  Council,  Helena 
Fish  and  Game  Department,  Helena 

Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Division  of  Planning,  Helena 
Dave  Nunnallee,  Branch  Office,  Box  1031,  Kalispell 

Student  Environmental  Research  Center,  Room  212  Venture  Center,  Missoula 
Montana  State  Library,  Helena 
Rick  Graetz,  Box  894,  Helena 

Philip  E.  Roy,  Attorney  at  Law,  Box  849,  Browning 
Blackfeet  Indian  Tribal  Offices,  Browning 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Blackfeet  Indian  Agency,  Browning 
Blackfeet  Planning  Commission,  Brovming 

U.  So  Department  of  Interior,  National  Park  Service,  Glacier  National  Park, 
Superintendent's  Office,  West  Glacier 
Glacier  Park,  Inc.,  East  Glacier 
John  P.  Moore,  Attorney,  13  East  Main,  Cut  Bank 
Glacier  County  Clerk  and  Recorder,  Courthouse,  Cut  Bank 
U.  So  Department  of  Agriculture,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  24  West  Main, 

Cut  Bank 

U.  So  Department  of  Agriculture,  Forest  Service,  414  Main  Avenue  S.,  Choteau 
U.  So  Department  of  Agriculture,  Forest  Service,  Supervisor's  Office, 

Federal  Building,  Great  Falls 
Great  Falls  Tribune,  Tribune  Building,  Great  Falls 
Pioneer  Press,  8 East  Main,  Cut  Bank 
Independent  Observer,  7 Third  Avenue  S.E.,  Conrad 

Ray  E.  Bauer  and  Dr.  Robert  Casey,  Big  Springs  Enterprises,  3841  Fourth 
Avenue  South,  Great  Falls 
William  Big  Springs,  East  Glacier 

Shaw-Smith,  Inc.,  Surveyors,  1108  South  Main  Street,  Kalispell 
Judith  Graham,  M.D.,  Cut  Bank 

anith,  Emmons  and  Baillie,  Strain  Building,  Great  Falls 
Ecological  Consulting  Services,  Inc.,  Airport  Way  Building,  Helena 

Gentlemen: 

This  final  environmental  impact  statement  for  Glacier  Acres  Subdivision  is  sub- 
mitted for  your  consideration  pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act. 
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If  you  have  any  questions  or  coniments,  please  let  us  know. 
Sincerely  yours. 


7) , 

D.  G.  Willems,  PoEo,  Chief 
Water  Qaality  Bureau 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 
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Enclosure 

cc:  Dan  Vichorek 
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MONTANA  STATE  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH 
AND 

ENVIRO^MENTAL  SCIENCES 


May  20,  1974 
EoS,  74/110 


A Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for 

GLACIER  ACRES, 

a proposed  subdivision  in  Glacier  County,  Montana 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69-6504  (b)(3),  the  act 
controlling  both  public  and  private  water  supply  and  sewage  disposal  for  sub- 
divisions, Section  69-5001  through  5005;  and  the  act  to  control  water  pollution. 
Section  69-4801  through  4827,  the  following  final  environmental  impact  statement 
was  prepared  by  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  Environmental 
Sciences  Division,  Water  Quality  Bureau,  concerning  the  proposed  Glacier  Acres  Sub- 
division located  near  East  Glacier  in  Glacier  County,  Montana,  for  which  a request 
has  been  received  for  subdivision  plat  approval. 

Location 


This  project  is  located  about  two  miles  from  East  Glacier,  Montana,  along  the 
Heart  Butte  Road,  encompassing  the  North  1/2  Section  29,  Township  31  North,  Range 
12  West,  MFM. 

A draft  environmental  impact  statement  was  prepared  and  circulated  for  the  proposed 
Glacier  Acres  Subdivision  on  April  5,  1974.  Copies  of  this  statement,  along  with  a 
plat,  topographic  map,  soil  type  overlay,  vegetative  type  overlay  and  various 
exhibits  are  available  for  public  inspection  in  the  Helena  office  of  the  Water 
Quality  Bureau. 

Response  to  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  was  received  fran  the  U.  S. 
Department  of  Interior,  National  Park  Service;  the  State  of  Montana,  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game;  Judith  Graham,  M.D.,;  the  State  of  Montana,  Environmental  Quality 
Council;  and  Smith,  Emmons  and  Baillie,  attorneys  at  law. 

The  U.  S,  Department  of  Interior,  National  Park  Service,  indicated  they  had  no 
comments  to  offer  since  the  location  of  Glacier  Acres  is  outside  Glacier  National 
Park,  The  State  of  Montana,  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  offered  the  following 
comments: 

The  proposed  subdivision  area  contains  habitat  for  several  species  of 
game  and  non-game  animals  and  birds.  Since  the  entire  development  is 
on  the  Blackfoot  Indian  Reservations  the  Department  has  no  control 
over  management  of  the  area.  However ^ the  impact  on  the  various  species 
would  be  small.  There  are  no  species  of  particular  interest  involved 
nor  does  the  area  contain  anything  of  special  or  historical  interest. 

The  following  comments  were  received  from  Judith  Graham,  M.D.; 

I have  recently  become  aware  of  the  plan  for  Glacier  Acres , a proposed 
subdivision  near  East  Glacier.  I am  writing  to  voice  a protest  to 
this  plan.  In  the  first  place ^ I understand  that  the  acreage  involved 
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totals  323  acres  which  has  been  divided  into  106  lots.  It  seems  to 
me  that  this  canes  aut  to  ap-proximately  3.4  acres  per  lot,  and  it 
seems  to  me  as  I understand  state  low  that  no  subdivision  may  be 
divided  into  parcels  of  under  ten  acres.  Am  I correct?  It  also 
seems  to  me,  as  a property  owner  in  the  East  Glacier  area  for  the 
last  seven  years,  that  the  area  is  relatively  dry  and  I frankly  doubt 
that  there  is  enough  water  arailable  to  accommodate  that  many  dwellings 
in  such  a small  area.  The  facilities  currently  available  at  East 
Glacier  for  solid  waste  disposal  consist  merely  of  a ravine  for  open 
dxmpinp  which  is  already  an  eyesore,  and  with  106  more  dwellings 
this  problem  would  be  markedly  increased,  it  should  seem  to  me.  I 
wonder  about  concentration  of  that  number  of  pit  privies  and  seepage 
pots  in  such  a small  area. 

I notice  on  page  five  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
dated  April  6,  1974,  under  section  IV,  it  is  stated:  "There  are 
no  public  objections  to  this  proposal".  To  my  knowledge,  the  general 
public  has  not  been  made  aware  of  this  proposed  development.  I think 
if  the  general  pvblic  were  aware  of  it,  you  would  hear  a great  deal 
of  public  objection  voiced. 

With  respect  to  minimum  size  of  lots  in  subdivisions,  Section  4 of  the  Montana 
Administrative  Code  16-2o 14 (10) -S14340,  Approval  of  Water  and  Sewer  Facilities 
in  Subdivisions,  states: 

The  minimum,  size  of  lots  may  be  regulated  by  local  planning  boards  or 
other  officials  subject  to  minimum  requirements  of  the  department  as 
set  forth  below: 

That  the  size  approved  by  the  department  shall  be  governed  largely  by 
the  area  necessary  for  the  safe  accommodation  of  individual  water  supply 
and  sewage  disposal  systems.  The  lots  must  be  sufficiently  large  as  to 
provide  the  separation  between  the  water  supply  and  sewage  disposal 
systems  and  to  accommodate  sewage  disposal  systems  within  the  bounds 
of  the  property,  allowing  a reasonable  distance  to  the  property  line. 
Sewage  disposal  systems  must  be  kept  a safe  distance  from  the  house  and 
a proper  distance  from  the  property  line  fand  above  the  water  tabled, 

A sufficient  and  definite  setback  for  dwellings  shall  be  determined 
based  on  the  design  of  sewage  disposal  systems. 

(a)  hh.en  individual  water  supply  and  sewage  systems  are  to  be  pro- 
vided to  serve  the  property,  the  minimum  size  will  be  determined 
by  soil  porosity  and  groundwater  depth,  the  amount  of  water  usage 
anticipated,  and  will  be  not  less  than  one  arre  in  usable  area 
but  may  be  more  if  so  indicated  by  the  data  submitted.  When  either 
an.  indixtidual  water  system  or  an  individual  sewage  system  is  to  be 
provided  to  serve  the  property  and  the  other  service  is  to  be  pro- 
vided by  a public,  water  or  sewer  system,  the  lot  size  will  be 
determined  by  the  physical  characteristics  listed  above  and  will 
be  not  less  than  20, 000  square  feet  of  usable  area  but  may  be 
more  if  so  indicated  by  applicable  data  and  the  rules  pertaining 
thereto.  Usable  area  of  the  lots  which  is  suitable  for  construction 
purposes  does  not  include  land  which  lies  within  the  lOO-year  flood 
plain,  is  under  water  at  certain  times  of  the  year  or  has  extensive 
rock  outcroppings. 
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In  addition,  Section  (6)  (d)  (vii)  states: 

Subsurface  disposal  of  sewage  treatment  effluents  on  hillsides  with 
slopes  greater  than  15  percent  may  create  problems.  Persons  con- 
sidering development  on  steep  hillsides  shall  provide  additional 
subsurface  information  as  to  the  depth  to  rockj  dip  of  rock  (both 
degree  and  direction) ^ location  of  rock  outcrops  on  the  property 
and  adjacent  property  and  such  other  information  as  may  be  deemed 
necessary . 

Therefore,  it  appears  that  the  lots  in  the  subdivision  meet  minimum  lot  size 
requirements  with  the  possible  exception  of  Lots  3 and  4 of  Block  2 and  Lots 
1 through  24  of  Block  5,  due  to  possible  unsuitability  for  subsurface  sewage 
disposal o 

As  noted  in  the  draft  environmental  impact  statonent,  a well  was  drilled  in  the 
vicinity  of  Lot  5,  Block  A.  Since  issuance  of  the  statement,  a satisfactory 
test  well  has  been  drilled  in  the  vicinity  of  Lot  15,  Block  2.  This  is  deemed 
as  sufficient  evidence  that  a water  supply  is  physically  possible  to  develop 
on  this  property  except  for  Lots  1 through  24  of  Block  S.  This  area  has  virtually 
nothing  in  common  with  the  rest  of  the  subdivision. 

The  solid  waste  facility  at  East  Glacier,  Montana,  is  nothing  more  than  an  open 
burning  dump.  However,  it  is  the  local  facility  and  the  county  commissioners 
have  given  written  permission  for  persons  who  reside  in  the  proposed  subdivision 
to  use  the  facility. 

Dr.  Graham  has  noted  that  on  page  five  of  the  draft  environmental  impact  state- 
ment that  this  section,  which  was  prepared  by  Ecological  Consulting  Service,  Inc. 
states : 

There  are  no  public  objections  to  this  proposal. 

It  should  be  noted  that  in  the  department’s  addendum  to  Ecological  Consulting 
Service,  Inc.  environmental  assessment,  it  states  on  page  24  that: 

There  have  been  objections  to  this  project  expressed  by  the  Black- 
feet  Tribe. 

Much  of  the  addendum  was  devoted  to  publicizing  these  objections. 

The  State  of  Montana,  Environmental  Quality  Council  submitted  the  following 
ccmments : 

I have  carefully  reviewed  your  department ’s  draft  environmental  impact 
statement  for  Glacier  Acres , a proposed  subdivision  in  Glacier  County ^ 
Montana. 

Based  on  the  unreconciled  conflicts  surrounding  this  development 
and  the  field  report  submitted  by  Mr.  Aikin^  this  office  strongly 
supports  Mr.  Keppner^s  decision  that  the  subdivision  plat  not  be 
approved  as  submitted. 

Should  items  a.  through  e.  on  page  26  and  27  be  resolved^  and  should 
the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  decide  at  some 
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future  date  to  remove  sanitaiy  restriatians  from  all  or  part  of 
the  proposed  subdivision^  a final  environmental  impact  statement 
wouldj  in  our  judgement^  he  necessary . 

Thank  you  for  your  efforts  toward  compliance  with  the  Montana  En- 
vironmental Policy  Act. 

In  concurrence  with  the  Environmental  Quality  Council’s  judgment,  this  final 
environmental  impact  statement  is  being  prepared  and  circulated  to  the  interested 
governmental  agencies  and  public. 

Smith,  Emmons  and  Baillie  submitted  the  following  comments  in  response  to  the 
draft  environmental  impact  statement: 

This  firm  represents  Dr.  Robert  Casey  and  Mr.  Ray  E.  Bauer , the 
owners  of  the  N 1/2  Section  29  T31  N.  R/2W.  We  are  in  receipt  of 
your  draft  of  Apinl  5,  1974.  There  are  several  responses  we  wish  to 
make  to  some  of  the  matters  contained  in  the  draft. 

Initially 3 we  believe  that  since  the  position  of  the  Black feet  Tribe  has 
been  given  publication  in  the  draft  tc^he  various  parties  to  whom  your 
draft  was  mailedj  over  clients’  position  should  receive  the  same  mailing. 

We  make  this  request  because  of  the  severe  judgments  made  by  Mr.  Roy^ 
the  attorney  for  the  Blackfeet  Tribe ^ against  Dr.  Casey  and  Mr.  Bauer ^ 
the  owners  of  Glacier  Acres. 

It  appears  that  Mr.  Roy’s  comments  in  your  draft  of  April  5,  19743  may 
possibly  lead  your  Department  to  conclude  the  subdivision  plat  as  sub- 
mitted shcxuld  be  denied.  We  respectfully  submit  our  position  to  show 
the  stance  taken  by  the  Blackfeet  Tribe  is  factually  and  legally  in- 
correct. 

Mr.  Roy  ’s  comments  are  directed  to  zoning 3 access  and  water  for  Glacier 
Acres . 

Mr.  William  Big  Spring 3 Sr.  3 and  his  wife  Kathleen  are  members  of  the 
Blackfeet  Tribe.  They  owned  the  land  sold  to  our  clients  for  Glacier 
Acres.  On  July  93  19733  the  Blackfeet  Tribal  Council  signed  an  Agree- 
ment with  them  allowing  residential  dwellings  on  the  area  now  desig- 
nated as  Glacier  Acres.  The  Agreement  refers  to  a comprehensive  zoning 
plan  but  specifically  permits  the  use  of  this  area  for  residential 
purposes.  Mr.  Roy  read  the  Agreement  and  approved  it.  On  July  IO3  19733 
the  Tribal  Council  approved  the  Agreement.  A copy  of  the  Agreement  and 
Council  minutes  are  erclosed. 

On  August  43  19733  our  clients  signed  an  Agreement  to  purchase  this 
land  from  Mr.  Big  Spring  and  his  wife.  Final  payment  was  made  August 
133  1973.  This  transaction  naturally  involved  thousands  of  dollars. 

The  Agreement  specifically  and  intentionally  provides  the  exemption 
from  the  zoning  plan  was  audhority  for  the  Big  Springs  "...  their 
heirs 3 administrator s 3 executors  or  their  assigns  to  use  the  following 
described  lands  forever  for  . . . residential  purposes  only.” 
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Our  clients  would  not  have  ^purchased  this  'property  exaept  for  the  pro- 
vision allowing  the  exemption  to  run  to  the  suaoessors  of  the  Big 
Springs.  Mr.  Roy j the  attorney  for  the  Council ^ was  fully  aware  of 
this  language  and  its  import o 

The  BIA3  hy  letter  of  August  6^  1973^  stated  the  Council  had  authority 
to  make  this  Agreement.  A copy  is  enclosed. 

It  is  a gross  error  for  the  Council  to  state  our  clients  " . . . 
have  completely  circiMrivented  and  ignored  . . . ” the  Council's  zoning 
plan.  The  Council  exempted  this  land  from  the  plan  and  as  such^  there 
is  no  circumvention  of  the  zoning  plan. 

Our  clients^  as  the  owners  of  Glacier  Acres y have  an  absolute  right  to 
drill  for  and  take  water  beneath  the  surface  of  Glacier  Acres.  No  permit 
is  required  from  the  Council  before  this  can  be  done.  This  is  an  dbsolute 
right  of  property  -ownership  to  use  the  area  above  and  beneath  one  ‘'s 
property.  Mr.  Roy^s  reference  to  Winters  v.  U.S.j  207  U.S.  564 y as 
authority  to  deny  the  right  to  drill  o.  well  is  in  error.  That  case 
involved  a diversion  of  the  Milk  River.  The  case  cannot  be  extended 
to  conclude  a person  cannot  use  water  located  beneath  his  own  property. 

The  wells  and  the  general  residential  use  will  be  protected  to  avoid  any 
pollution  of  any  water  located  in  this  area. 

Mr.  Big  Spring  owns  land  adjacent  to  Glacier  Acres.  Access  will  be  pro- 
vided by  him  for  Glacier  Acres.  He  has  a substantial  interest  in  seei-ny 
Glacier  Acres  develop.  Glacier  Acres  dees  not  require  any  permit  from 
the  Council  for  access.  The  main  road  from  Glacier  to  Heart  Butte  runs 
through  this  property.  This  road  has  been  publicly  used  for  over  sixty 
(60)  years. 

Subsequent  to  the  purchase  our  clients  surveyed  the  landy  constructed 
roads  and  prepared  a proposed  plat.  The  Council  was  well  aware  of  this 
work  and  knew  it  was  being  done  by  our  clients.  Mr.  Roy y himself y was 
fully  aware  of  this  activity. 

On  March  18y  1974y  Mr.  Roy  advised  our  clients  they  must  comply y notify i-ng 
them,  they  must  comply  with  the  comprehenBive  zoning  plan.,  and  that  the 
plan  excluded  restdential  lots  in  this  area.  A copy  is  enclosed. 

On  the  same  datCy  March  18y  197 4y  the  Council  informed  Mr.  Big  Spring 
he  had  obtained  the  July  9y  197 4y  Agreement  by  fraud.  The  Council 
unilaterally  rescinded  the  Agreement  of  July  9y  1973.  A copy  of  the 
letter  is  enclosed. 

The  monetary  repercussions  of  the  Council's  unilateral  action  on  our 
clients  and  Mr.  Big  Spring  is  obvious.  Our  clients  have  not  and  will 
not  accept  the  Cauncil’s  attempt  to  cancel  the  July  9y  1973y  Agreement. 
Enclosed  is  our  letter  to  the  Council  on  these  matters  dated  April  5y 
1974.  If  we  do  not  receive  confirmation  from  the  Council  by  April  17 y 
1974y  stating  they  will  abide  by  the  Agreement  ofJuly  9y  1973y  then  we 
shall  file  suit  to  enforce  the  Agreement  and  our  concomitant  rights 
to  water  an.d  access  for  Glacier  Acres. 
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The  actions  of  the  Council  and  its  efforts  made  to  your  Department  appear 
to  indicate  the  Council  will  attempt  to  use  your-  Department  to  force  our 
clients  to  abandon  this  property,  f/e  believe  the  proper  forum  for  this 
dispute  is  in  the  courts. 

With  reference  to  the  Addendum^  we  submit  the  following  remarks.  The 
references  are  to  the  paragraph  numbers  of  the  Addendum: 

(1)  A test  well  is  being  drilled  in  the  vicinity  of  Lot  15  of  Block  2 
for  a water  source. 

(2)  Glacier  Dark  Company  will  furnish  by  letter  a statement  of  intent 
to  furnish  water.  Individual  owners  will  transport  their  own 
water. 

SEWAGE  AND  TOPOGRAPHY:  (B)  Block  2,  Lots  1 through  57:  The  drainfields 
will  be  fault- free.  The  septic  tank  permit  system  will  be  enforced 
making  the  lots  useable. 

(D)  Block  Ij  Lots  1 through  18:  A good  road  is  already  built  into 
this  area  to  permit  utilization  of  the  lots.  On  Lots  8 through  13 ^ 
the  county  roads  as  they  exist  are  satisfactory  so  that  they  do  not 
have  to  be  redesigned.  We  will  obtain  a statement  from  the  County 
Commission  that  the  roads  as  built  are  satisfactory  and  adequate. 

(E)  Our  clients  are  agreeable  to  a restrictive  covenant  for  the 
steep  lots.  Our  clients  do  not  agree  that  this  block  should  be 
left  undivided  and  siubmitted  at  a later  date. 

1(8).  Drainage  and  Runoff  - Streets  and  Roads:  The  roads  do  not 
hare  to  be  brought  to  county  standard  and  since  this  is  unnecessary 
no  lots  would  have  to  be  redesigned.  (See  (D)^  supra) 

II.  Existing  Ecological  Conditions:  This  information  is  being 
obtained  on  the  water  table. 

IV.  Public  Objection  To  The  Project.  This  refers  to  the  Council's 
zoning  plan  and  has  been  discussed  above. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

I. B.  The  method  by  which  water  will  be  transported  will  be  by  the 
individuals  themselves  and  we  assume  this  will  be  by  tanks. 

Co  We  are  unsure  of  the  effect  of  the  comment  that  " . . . 
most  of  the  slopes  over  20  percent  are  generally  steeper  than  50 
percent". 

II.  C.  Our  clients  will  abide  by  any  regulations  of  the  Board  on 
Solid  Waste  Disposal. 

AITERNm'IVES  AVAILABLE  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT:  On  page  27^  the  draft  refers 
to  a preliminary  subdivision  approval.  The  Glacier  County  Commissioners 
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granted  preZirri'inary  approval  on  November  5^  1973.  The  -issue  of  Counoil 
approval  may  be  one  to  be  resolved  by  the  courts.  If  the  Agreement  of 
July  1973j  is  upheld^  Council  approval  is  not  necessary . 

Our  clients  are  prepari-ng  groundwater  studies  on  lots  adjacent  to  the 
beaver  ponds. 

The  county  has  stated  the  roads  affecting  lots  in  Block  1 to  not  need  to 
be  brought  to  county  standards. 

Ne  request  the  subdivision  be  approved.  The  Council  exempted  the  Glacier 
Acres  land  from  the  zoning  plan.  The  Council  cannot  unilaterally  rescind 
the  July  9j  1973  Agreement . Before  it  can  do  this  it  must  place  our 
clients  and  Mr.  Big  Spri-ng  in  the  same  position  they  were  in  before  the 
July  1973  date^  and  this  means  restitution  and  damages. 

Ne  propose  the  Board  approve  the  subdivision  with  the  condition  that  €£ 
the  courts  determine  the  Council  is  correct  in  resci-nding  the  July  9^ 

1973  Agreement j that  the  subdivision  approval  be  revoked.  Our  clients 
are  cugreedble  to  placing  any  monies  derived  from  the  sale  of  Glacier 
Acres  lots  in  trust  until  a court  decision  is  rendered.  In  this  manner ^ 
the  Board  has  met  its  responsibilities  and  recognized  the  foncm  to  test  the 
validity  of  the  zoning  exemption^  access  and  water  rights  is  in  the 
courts . 

Ne  have  not  discussed  every  item  in  your  draft.  Ne  have  endeavored  to 
present  the  Board  with  our  clients^  position  on  those  matters  which  the 
Board  appears  to  have  placed  greater  emphasis.  We  will  furnish  any 
farther  comments  on,  your  draft  thab  you  may  request. 

It  is  understandable  how  the  owners  of  the  proposed  Glacier  Acres  Subdivision  and 
their  attorneys  are  disturbed  by  the  allegation  of  the  Blackfeet  Tribe  that  the 
proposed  development  would  be  in  violation  of  the  Tribal  zoning  plan.  However, 
this  is  a problem  to  be  resolved  between  the  developers  and  the  Blackfeet  Tribe. 
The  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  has  no  jurisdiction  in 
matters  concerning  zoning. 

The  owners  of  the  proposed  subdivision  claim  an  absolute  right  to  drill  and  take 
water  beneath  the  surface  of  the  proposed  Glacier  Acres.  The  Blackfeet  Tribe 
contends  that  a subdivision  applicant  cannot,  in  light  of  legal  precedent, 
establish  any  right  to  the  use  of  any  water  within  the  external  boundaries 
of  the  Blackfeet  Reservation,  except  by  privilege  or  permit  granted  by  the 
Blackfeet  Tribal  Business  Council.  Thus,  the  Blackfeet  Tribe  has  claimed 
the  absolute  right  to  control  the  use  of  all  surface  and  ground  water  within 
the  external  boundaries  of  the  Reservation. 

Chapter  No.  509  of  the  Montana  Session  Laws,  1973,  House  Bill  No.  465,  states 
in  Section  3(3)(b),  adequate  evidence  that  a water  supply  that  is  sufficient 
in  terms  of  quality^  quantity  and  dependability  will  be  available  to  insure  an 
adequate  supply  of  water  for  the  type  of  subdivision  proposed.  The  difference 
of  opinion  between  the  property  owners  and  the  Blackfeet  Tribe  casts  serious 
doubt  on  the  dependability  of  the  water  supply.  This  matter  must  be  resolved 
before  the  department  can  take  further  action. 
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With  reference  to  the  response  made  on  the  addendum  to  the  draft  environmental 
impact  statanent,  the  department  offers  the  foliating  ccmments: 

(1)  A test  well  has  been  drilled  in  the  vicinity  of  Lot  15  of  Block  2 by 

Doug  Mendenhall  of  Great  Falls.  The  driller's  log  is  reported  as  follows: 

Top  of  Ground 

From  (feet)  lb  (feet) 


0 

5 

Top  soil 

5 

18 

Sand  and  Gravel 

18 

27 

Soft  Tan  Clay 

27 

34 

Blue  and  Green  Shale 

34 

42 

Sandstone 

42 

50 

Gravel  - Water 

50 

62 

Bearing 

The  static  water  level  was  18  feet  with  the  pumping  level  at  35  feet.  The  well 
tested  at  10  gallons  per  minute  measured  30  minutes  after  pumping  began.  As  stated 
earlier,  this  test  well  and  the  well  drilled  in  the  vicinity  of  Lot  5,  Block  4, 
is  sufficient  evidence  that  a water  supply  is  physically  possible  to  develop  on  the 
property,  except  for  Lots  1 through  24  of  Block  5.  This  area  has  virtually  nothing 
in  common  with  the  rest  of  the  subdivision. 


(2)  The  Glacier  Park  County  has  not  furnished  a letter  of  intent  to  furnish  water 
for  cisterns.  No  arrangements  have  been  made  to  transport  water. 

Sewage  and  Topography: 

(B)  There  is  no  septic  tank  permit  system  in  Glacier  County.  The  statement 
that  drainfields  will  be  fault-free  would  be  difficult  to  defend. 

(D)  Following  is  a statement  from  the  Glacier  County  Commissioners 
stating  that  roads  are  adequate: 

To  Whom  It  May  Concern 

Re:  Glacier  Acres  - Road  Matters 


This  is  to  certify  that  Gla.cier  County ^ Montana^  is  not  interested 
in  the  construction  of  any  roads  in  Block  1 of  Glacier  Acres  and  has 
no  requirements  whatsoever  for  any  roads  serving  Block  1 of  Glacier 
Acres  to  he  in  compliance  with  County  road  standards.  This  matter 
was  fully  discussed  with  Mr.  Ray  Bauer  hy  the  Glacier  County  Commissioners 
previous ly , 


Respectfully i 


/s/  William  S.  McAlpine 

William  S,  McAlpine i Chairman 
Glacier  County  Commissioners 
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(E)  At  this  time,  the  evidence  indicates  Lots  1 through  24  of  Block  5 

are  unsuitable  for  subsurface  sewage  disposal,  A field  investigation 
may  reveal  some  suitable  sites  on  these  lots. 

1(8)  This  was  covered  in  D above, 

II.  Water  table  information  on  the  lots  near  the  beaver  ponds  is  being  gathered 
but  has  not  been  submitted  to  date. 

Environmental  Assessment 

IB,  If  a future  resident  should  desire  to  use  a cistern  instead  of  drilling  a 
well,  evidence  that  a means  of  transporting  water  must  be  submitted  before 
the  department  can  issue  a certificate  that  this  is  an  approved  water  system, 

C,  This  statement  refers  to  Lots  1 through  24  of  Block  5 where  most  slopes  were 
reported  in  excess  of  20  percent  when  in  fact  they  are  generally  in  excess  of 
50  percent, 

lie.  Unfortunately,  the  only  solid  waste  disposal  facility  is  the  previously  dis- 
cussed "dump"  at  East  Glacier, 

Alternatives  Available  to  this  Department 

1.  Approve  the  subdivision  plat  as  submitted.  Due  to  present  circumstances,  the 

exercise  of  this  alternative  at  this  time  is  precluded  by  the  following: 

a.  This  proposed  development  is  within  the  exterior  boundaries  of  the  Black- 
feet  Reservation,  It  appears  that  ownership  and  control  of  all  surface 
and  ground  waters  within  the  exterior  boundaries  of  the  Blackfeet 
Reservation  are  invested  to  the  Blackfeet  Tribe,  This  raises  serious 
doubt  as  to  the  availability  and  dependability  of  a water  supply  to  the 
proposed  development, 

b.  The  local  planning  and  zoning  authority  (the  Blackfeet  Tribal  Business 
Council)  is  in  opposition  to  the  proposed  project  and  does  not  deem  it 
prudent  to  grant  a preliminary  subdivision  approval.  Until  this  position 
is  altered  in  favor  of  those  with  a vested  economic  interest  in  the 
proposed  development,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 
deans  it  prudent  to  defer  further  action.  Additional  expenditure  of  public 
resources  in  the  area  of  subdivision  review  would  be  futile  at  this  time, 

c.  Lots  1 through  26,  Block  5,  appear  to  be  unacceptable  with  respect  to 
sewage  disposal, 

d.  The  results  of  groundwater  studies  on  the  lots  adjacent  to  the  beaver 
ponds  must  be  submitted  and  evaluated  before  approval  of  the  lots  in 
question  can  be  considered, 

e.  It  should  be  ascertained  whether  roads  affecting  lots  in  Block  1 need  to 
be  brought  to  county  standards  and  consequently  necessitate  the  redesign 
of  Lots  8 through  13, 

2.  Refuse  to  approve  the  subdivision  plat  as  submitted.  Due  to  circumstances 

enumerated  in  number  1 above,  consideration  should  be  given  to  this  alternative. 
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3.  Grant  subdivision  plat  approval  on  portions  of  the  property  that  can  meet 
department  requirements  with  respect  to  water  supply,  sewage  disposal, 
solid  waste  disposal  and  water  quality.  Until  questions  of  zoning  and 
water  rights  with  the  Blackfeet  Tribe  are  resolved,  the  department  can- 
not consider  implementation  of  this  alternative. 


This  statement  was  prepared  by  Alfred  P.  Keppner,  B.S.F.,  M.S.,  Soils  Scientist. 


Department  of  Health  and  Er^ronmental  Sciences 
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MONTANA  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH 
AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCES 
FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


Golden  Glacier  Parklands 
A Proposed  Subdivision 
Glacier  County 


Pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  69-6504  (b)(3), 
the  act  controlling  both  public  and  private  water  supply  and  sewage  disposal  for 
subdivisions.  Section  69-5001;  and  the  act  to  control  water  pollution.  Section 
69-4801,  the  following  final  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  was  prepared  by 
the  Montana  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  (DHES) , Environmental 
Sciences  Division,  concerning  the  request  for  administrative  approval  of  GOLDEN 
GLACIER  PARKLANDS,  a proposed  subdivision  near  Babb,  Montana. 

DESCRIPTION 

Western  Travel  6 Recreation,  Inc. , a Missoula  development  corporation,  proposed 
to  subdivide  three  parcels  of  previously  undeveloped  shoreline  on  Duck  Lake,  four 
miles  east  of  Babb  (in  portions  of  Sections  15,  16,  17,  18,  19,  20,  21  8 22,  T36N, 

R13W  - see  attached  map  #1) . Although  the  land  is  privately  owned,  it  is  within  the 
borders  of  the  Blackfeet  Indian  Reservation. 

The  corporation  plans  to  subdivide  140  acres  of  its  2,080  acres  into  63  lots 
(see  attached  map  #2),  ranging  from  1.1  to  3 acres  in  size  and  totaling  89.55  acres 
(1,315  acres  are  in  the  Duck  Lake  Basin,  the  remaining  765  acres  are  outside  the  basin). 
The  development  is  divided  into  three  separate  parcels : 19  lots  are  in  the  western 

parcel,  15  in  the  northern  parcel  and  29  in  the  southeastern  parcel.  The  corporation 
also  plans  to  set  aside  50.80  acres  for  parks. 

SUMMARY  OF  MAJOR  CONCLUSIONS 

The  Golden  Glacier  Parklands  draft  EIS  (reference  draft  EIS)  concluded  the  DHES 
had  three  alternative  actions: 

1.  Disapprove  the  subdivision,  which  would  mean  the  physical  and  human  environments 
would  remain  as  they  are  now,  with  future  recreational  growth  centered  around  the 
Blackfeet  Tribe's  existing  campground. 

2.  Unconditionally  approve  the  development,  which,  without  specific  considerations 
for  the  delicate  nature  of  the  lake  and  shoreline,  could  lead  to  a serious  decline 

in  water  quality. 

3.  Conditionally  approve  the  development  in  order  to  protect  the  lake,  shoreline 
and  health  of  future  homeowners.  The  conditions  included: 

A.  The  development  corporation  must  retain  a professional  engineer  (P.E.)  to 
insure  plans  for  sewage  disposal  and  water  supply  systems  meet  state  standards 
and  the  systems  are  properly  installed. 

B.  The  DHES  must  receive  a copy  of  a plat  suitable  for  filing,  with  the  elimination 
of  Lots  11,  20,  58,  59,  60,  61,  62  and  63  from  the  final  plat. 
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C.  Every  effort  must  be  made  to  keep  sediment  from  reaching  the  lake.  A 
detailed  storm  drainage  plan  and  related  design  for  the  control  and  treatment 
of  runoff  water  must  be  submitted  to  IHES  for  appiDval. 

D.  Road  bridge  details  or  road  relocation  plans  must  be  submitted  to  DHES  and 
approved. 

E.  If  recreational  vehicles  are  to  be  allowed,  the  developer  must  submit  design 
plans  for  a sanitary  dumping  station  and  a drinking  water  system  to  DHES  in 
order  to  facilitate  that  type  of  recreational  use. 

After  considering  the  information  in  the  draft  EIS  and  the  three  alternative 
actions , the  DHES  recommended  alternative  three , conditional  approval  of  Golden 
. Glacier  Parklands  subdivision. 


PUBLIC  HEARING 

A public  hearing  was  held  in  St.  Mary,  Ml,  May  17,  1977,  to  enable  interested 
groups  or  persons  to  express  their  views  of  the  draft  EIS  and  present  new  information. 
Appendix  A is  a transcript  of  the  hearing. 
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k-out  policy,  refuse  will  likely  be  discarded  in  a nearby  coulee.  In 
ition,  it  appears  doubtful  that  a homeowners  association  can  adequately 
orce  any  of  the  provisions  of  the  restrictive  covenants. 
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All  homes  should  similarly  connect  to  a central  sewage  collection 
system.  All  wastewater  should  be  transported  to  a lagoon  located  on  a 
portion  of  the  approximately  700  acres  owned  by  Western  Travel  and 
Recreation  outside  of  the  Duck  Lake  basin.  The  lagoon  would  be  used 


-u- 


c 'd 
U (D 


Si  a ^ 

H W ( 
Q)  w d 


Si 

•H  W c d S W 

w 0)  -H  5 d 
W 4->  O (U  >1  C 
o -H  -n  to  43  d 

CO 

(DO  M 


O Q) 

d O 
(D  s: 
u to 


o > u 
^ d d 

w o 


d o 

e 4J 
d d 

c e 


O TJ 

d 

d d 

<D  0 


(D  CD  d 
ffi  CP  • 
O CD  to 


•H  (0  Cr4->  CD 

g •r^  0)  d XI  r 

•H  X 5 ( 


d o 
o 

to  d 
d d 
CD  d 


M 4D 
d 


rH  O ^3 
(D  x:  d 
5 to  o 


44  -H  C >«4J 
to  fO  CD  to  -H 
>idl  MU  S 
to  O M 

M (D  CD  to 
(DU  -4^  d 44 

d»  d d 44  o 

(TJ  Q CD  d d 

5 cpm  -H 
CD  tw  fd  O M d 

(0  O M Qjd 

d 44  to  fd 
d 44  O to 

td  d u o TJ  M 
M (D  d u d o 

44  g (D  fd  M-l 

d ^ CD 
<i)  o Q)  Si  - d 
U d 43  EH  to  o 


(D  to  to  • 

s:  d CD 

U 44  (d  -H 
d d 44 
w 0)  'd  d 


d ^ 
d 

o cr  d 


O XI 

u 

(D 

(D  X 


o (d 

XI 

44 


I d fd  s . 
; X Cu 
d CD  - 


X fd  XI  d M 

d d u d o 

d o d o a 

(U  Q u M 

d d o 
CD  (D  d to  u 

X d o X d 


» d tPX 
d > 

t O d to  to 

> X CD  X 

I d u u d 

fd  d d (D 

d d (D  I 

d o d g 

(D  M U o 


MONTANA  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMUNITY  AFFAIRS 


-12- 


-J3- 


S S td 

ass 


I S .5 

itf 

ii*.i 


%U"a 


Mh  ^ TJ 
° ^ 
c a 0) 

^ rti  . g 

q >,  S S 

•H  M -P  O 

U 'I 

^.■3  0.^ 


^ <u  >, 

-a 

T3  O 

a)  T3  u 


^I'd 

pr 

rd  • H rH 


0)  3 to  j 
o'  § (U  ' 


I-^E! 


8 Ji  S ^ 
■3 ,9.8 


s t- 

T3  0^ 


>1  O -H  (0 
•H  M T3  C 
OJ  Q.  O 
U CO 


<D  CT*  U 
i:  CO  C 

M s !c  § 

IH  P p 

•H  g >,  to  . 

5 <U  C >1  5 

p <0  to  0) 

V4  to  -H 
O >ir-*  s:  > 
CO  03  U <D 

-H  O «T3 
fO  Q>  -H  0) 

P j::  P o 

o p -H  m -H 


o x;  to  o a 


J3  P • 

a u . 

a 03 


> o <u  O 0) 
o a H 
UTi  o c Xi 

M n ot 

s:  o ck- 


CO  a 
•H  0) 

> u 


0 to 

> to  o ^ 

0)  O P o 


o T3  p ax: 
P PEP 
(U  03  -rH  D 


•H  TJ  rH  O 

T5  C 0)  03  >i 
c -H  > e C 
O <U  03 
U <U  T3  0) 

x:  XJ  P 

'O  p CU  rH 


POD' 
- 03 


H U 03  a cn  p 

• a P 03  O 
W Q 03  P 5 03 
M 03  0) 


Cn  0 
03  P 

S 


x:  o a s 
p o 
G s 

O O >t  (U 


Cn  03  0)  0)  fi 

c G a M 0 

•H  -H  o -H 

T3  E M U P 


O C J3  <U 

o o CO  D a 
< u -H  a o 


-M- 


5 


I 


1 


I 


-15- 
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final  RECOMMENDATION 


Based  on  information  in  the  draft 
recommends  conditional  approval  of  the 


EIS  and  from  the  public  hearing,  the  DHES 
Golden  Glacier  Parklands  subdivision. 
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APPENDIX  A 


STATE  OF  MONTANA 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCES 


* * * 

In  the  matter  of  the  proposed  ) 

Golden  Glacier  Parklands  ) 

subdivision  in  Glacier  Gounty,  ) 

Montana  ) 

) 


TRANSCRIPT  OF  PROCEEDINGS 

Public  Meeting 
May  17,  1977 
Saint  Mary,  Montana 


APPEARANCES:  MS.  MONA  JAMISON,  Attorney 

Montana  Dept,  of  Health  § Env.  Sciences 
Helena,  Montana 

MR.  STAN  BRADSHAW,  Attorney 

Montana  Dept,  of  Health  ^ Env.  Sciences 

Helena,  Montana 

MR.  ED  CASNE , Chief,  Subdivision  Bureau 
Montana  Dept,  of  Health  § Env.  Sciences 
Helena,  Montana 

MR.  RON  MacDONALD,  Attorney 
Datsopoulos  § MacDonald 
Missoula,  Montana 

MR.  PHILIP  E.  ROY,  Attorney 
Browning,  Montana 

MR.  BOB  GERVAIS,  Tribal  Councilman 
Browning,  Montana 
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BE  IT  KNOWN  THAT; 


A public  meeting  held  by  the  Montana  Department  of  Health 

and  Environmental  Sciences  was  called  to  order  at  8:00  p.m.  on  I 

Tuesday,  the  17th  day  of  May,  1977  in  the  Saint  Mary  Visitors 

Center,  Glacier  National  Park,  Saint  Mary,  Montana,  by  Mona 

Jamison,  staff  attorney  for  the  Department. 

Proceedings  of  the  meeting  were  reduced  to  writing,  to-wit: 

shorthand,  and  were  also  recorded  on  a tape  recording  machine  by 

Paulette  Duncan,  secretary  to  the  Director  of  the  Department.  He;^* 

follows  a complete  transcript  of  the  proceedings  and  of  the  meetiij; 

and  all  comments  adduced  thereat:  1 

I 


TRANSCRIPT 


MS.  JAMISON:  Good  evening,  everybody.  I would  like  to  thanl 
the  people  at  this  time  for  plowing  through  the  rain.  | 

My  name  is  Mona  Jamison,  and  I'm  an  attorney  with  the  Montana  f 

I 

Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences.  There  are  various| 

I 

Department  personnel  in  the  audience  whose  names  --  they  need  not  j 
stand  --  are  present.  We  have  --  Dr.  Knight,  Director  of  the 
Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences,  is  present;  | 

i 

Mr.  Benjamin  Wake,  Administrator  of  the  Environmental  Sciences  ! 
Division  of  the  Department;  Mr.  Ed  Casne,  Bureau  Chief  of  the  Subdj 
vision  Bureau;  Mr.  Tom  Ellerhoff,  the  individual  who  has  written  t|' 
Environmental  Impact  Statement;  Mr.  Stan  Bradshaw,  another  Departm:: 
attorney.  I'd  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  thank  Mr.  Harris  a| 
Superintendent  Iverson  for  letting  the  Department  use  these  facilii 
in  this  magnificent  park  this  evening.  And  I would  also  like  to 
thank  everyone  in  attendance  and  all  the  witnesses  for  attending.  \ 
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This  hearing  is  being  held  pursuant  to  the  Montana  Environmental 
Policy  Act.  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statements  have  been  sent  to 
various  individuals,  and  this  particular  hearing  is  an  information- 
gathering hearing  for  the  benefit  of  the  Department.  We  are  here  to 
solicit  comments  on  this  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  These 
comments  will  be  analyzed  and  seriously  evaluated  and  will  be 
considered  in  the  Department’s  recommendation,  which  will  be  set  forth 
in  its  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  relating  to  the  Golden 
Glacier  Parklands  proposed  subdivision  on  Duck  Lake. 

The  procedure  will  be  the  following:  First,  the  proponents 
will  testify;  then  the  opponents;  and  then  any  neutral  party  or  any 
person  in  attendance  who  would  just  like  to  make  a statement  for  the 
record.  What  I have  proposed  originally  doing  is  calling  the  first 
two  names  of  each  group  in  succession,  but  since  we  have  a limited 
number  of  witnesses,  I think  we  can  go  one  at  a time.  If  anyone  is 
in  the  audience  who  would  like  to  testify  and  has  not  signed  the 
roster,  at  this  time  we  respectfully  request  that  you  do  so.  The 
roster  is  at  the  entrance.  And  please  indicate  whether  or  not  you 
are  proponent  or  opponent. 

The  Department  recognizes  that  Mr.  Phil  Roy  is  here  and  we 
thank  him  for  attending,  and  that  various  development  officials  are 
here,  too,  and  we  thank  them. 

Mr.  Ed  Gasne  will  now  make  a brief  statement  as  to  what  has 
happened  thus  far  in  terms  of  the  Department's  review  of  the  proposed 
development.  Ed? 

ED  GASNE 

MR.  GASNE:  Good  evening.  I thought  before  I would  start,  I 
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should  acknowledge  the  presence  of  one  other  Department  official  -j 
one  of  my  engineers  from  the  Kalispell  office,  Wilbur  Aikin,is  als 
in  attendance  here  tonight.  1 want  to  take  just  a moment  to  talk(| 
you  about  the  history  of  our  involvement  with  the  Golden  Glacier  j 

Parklands  subdivision.  The  developers  of  this  subdivision  are  Wes  j: 

! 

Travel  and  Recreation.  The  original  proposal  for  this  subdivision, 
was  presented  to  the  Department  as  a very  large  subdivision.  The  ' 
developers  proposed  to  subdivide  their  entire  holdings  on  Duck  Lakei 
which  involved  over  2,000  acres. 

In  August  of  1975,  the  developers  revised  their  plans  consider 
ably  and  decided  to  develop  only  a small  portion  of  their  lakeshore] 
property.  That  portion  being  140  acres  to  be  divided  into  63  lake-j 
shore  lots.  After  receiving  the  proposal  in  1975,  the  first  step  t 
the  Department  took  was  to  prepare  itself  for  the  preparation  of  th 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Now,  that  preparation  involved 
inspection  of  the  site,  gathering  the  needed  technical  information^ 
conducting  scientific  studies  on  the  lake  water  itself,  and,  the 
fourth  item  was  reviewing  the  water  supply,  sewage  disposal  and  sol 
waste  disposal  systems.  The  actual  writing  on  the  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  began  late  last  summer.  A rough  draft  of  the 
impact  statement  was  completed  just  a few  months  ago,  in  the  early 
part  of  this  year.  That  rough  draft  was  circulated  to  Department 
officials,  to  the  legal  staff,  and  --  for  their  review  and  comment. 
After  lengthy  comment  and  review  by  the  Department  officials,  the 
final  draft  was  prepared  and  has  been  circulated  to  the  public. 
That  is  the  draft  that  many  of  you  or  all  of  you  have  seen  and  read 
We  are  now  in  the  comment  period  of  the  Environmental  Impact  State- 
ment. We  will  be  receiving  comments,  both  written  and  orally,  here 
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tonight,  and  we  will  incorporate  these  comments  and  study  them,  and 
based  on  these  comments,  we  will  review  the  information  and  make  a 
final  decision.  After  preparation  --  after  making  this  decision, 
we  will  prepare  the  final  impact  statement  that  will  be  circulated 
once  again,  this  time  without  a comment  period.  That's  it. 

MS.  JAMISON:  Thank  you.  All  right.  We  ask  that,  when  you 
testify,  you  please  come  up  to  the  podium.  First  proponent,  Mr.  Ron 
MacDonald.  For  the  record,  when  you  get  to  the  podium,  also  state 
your  name  for  the  record.  Thank  you. 

RON  MacDONALD 

MR.  MacDONALD:  Thank  you.  My  name  is  Ron  MacDonald.  I'm  an 
attorney  with  the  law  firm  of  Datsopoulos  § MacDonald,  of  Missoula. 

I represent  the  corporation  which  is  currently  the  owner  of  this 
property.  Western  Travel  and  Recreation,  Incorporated.  To  members 
of  the  Department,  Mr.  Roy,  and  others,  I simply  would  like  to  say 
on  behalf  of  the  developers  that,  in  view  of  the  status  of  the  law 
dealing  with  the  Department's  participation  in  subdivisions  and  in 
view  of  the  Beaver  Creek  South  case,  we  find  that  your  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  is  quite  commendable.  We  agree  with  your  conclusions 
and  we  will  do  everything  possible  to  attempt  to  meet  the  recommenda- 
tion, at  least  in  the  preliminary  draft,  of  conditional  approval.  With 
regard  to  the  statement  dealing  with  the  lots  --  and  I believe  the 
number's  60  --  35  to  63,  it  is  my  understanding  that  the  Department 
is  recommending  that  that  parcel  of  the  land  that  has  what's  been 
claimed  to  be  an  access  problem  be  sent  back  to  the  county  and 
essentially  the  conditional  approval  be  removed  until  legal  access 
is  secure.  Without  going  into  that  question  in  any  detail,  I would 
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simply  request  on  behalf  of  the  developers  that,  as  originally  ; 
requested,  lots  35  through  63  be  analyzed  as  to  the  questions 
before  the  Department  of  Health  and  that,  if  legal  access  is  a j ‘ 
problem,  that  your  approval  of  the  subdivision,  if  it's  deemed 
appropriate,  be  conditioned  on  the  developers  providing  to  the 
Department's  attorneys  and  to  the  county  attorney  in  the  area 
sufficient  legal  documentation  to  establish  that  legal  access  is  ' 
present  before  the  approval  of  the  final  plat.  ' 

On  behalf  of  the  developers,  I'm  as  perplexed  as  apparently 
some  of  the  members  of  the  Department  are  as  to  the  status  of  the 
Department's  participation  in  subdivisions  and  the  effect  of  the  1 
Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act.  I'm  simply  here  to  say  that,  to'  1 
the  extent  that  we  have  gone  so  far,  with  the  exception  of  the  1 

timeliness  problem,  we  concur  with  what's  been  done.  Thank  you.  1 

MS.  JAMISON:  Thank  you,  Mr.  MacDonald.  Are  there  any  other  I 
proponents  in  the  audience  whose  names  I do  not  have  and  who  would  I 
like  to  make  a statement?  (SILENCE)  Now  for  testimony  by  the  1 
opponents.  Mr.  Roy?  1 


PHILIP  E.  ROY 

MR.  ROY:  My  name  is  Philip  Roy  and  I'm  in  private  practice 
in  Browning  and  I represent  the  Blackfeet  Tribe  and  I - - we  have 
received  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  I,  for  the  record, 
am  a little  bit  confused.  There  is  a lot  of  question  in  my  mind  as 
to  the  time  frames  here,  how  long  we  have  to  comment  and  we,  of 
course,  are  going  to  raise  a lot  of  objections  throughout  the  entiri 
matter,  but  I would  like  to  have  the  Department  to  notify  me  and 
keep  me  notified  as  to  the  time  limitations  that  we  have.  I think^ 
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the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  has  asked  for  an  extension  of  time 
already.  But  I am  not  going  to  say  very  much  this  evening,  except 
that  we  do  seriously  question  the  jurisdiction  of  the  State  of 
Montana  and  the  county  as  to  subdivision  review.  I have  just  come 
back  from  Great  Falls  today  where  we  have  done  a lot  more  study, 

I and  other  attorneys,  on  the  whole  aspect  of  Public  Law  280  and 
what  jurisdiction  the  states  have  on  reservations  for  this  type  of 
review.  This  is  especially  important  since  we  do  have  --  we  are 
still  finalizing,  Mr.  MacDonald,  our  own  subdivision  regulations 
and  our  own  zoning  aspects,  and  there’s  really  a lot  of  grey  areas 
here.  We  take  a very  adamant  position  that  the  county,  of  course, 
even  though  this  is  fee  land,  they  have  no  jurisdiction  to  approve 
anything  concerning  the  plat  or  the  environmental  aspects.  And  we 
say  that  you  have  not  yet  come  to  the  Tribe  for  any  kind  of  approval 
on  this  and  we  do  intend  to  file  litigation. 

I don't  know  where  that  leaves  us,  but  I think  that  you  people 
are  at  a great  loss  with  that  land  use  law,  and  I think  you  are  all 
going  to  learn  something  about  reservations  and  State  jurisdiction 
and  county  jurisdiction.  We  are  doing  this  because  we  feel  that  it 
must  be  done,  because  the  lake  is  in  serious  danger  --  biological 
danger.  We  are  not  being  foolish  or  just  throwing  a lot  of  timber 
out  there  when  we  say  that  the  lake  in  that  area  does  have  special 
cultural  and  religious  significance  with  this  Tribe.  And  I don't 
know  how  far  we  can  get  with  that  argument,  but  the  whole  matter 
will  be  raised  in  view  of  --  I don't  know  when  the  litigation  will 
be  filed,  probably  within  30  days,  but  I want  the  Department  to 
keep  me  advised  on  those  aspects  --  and  when  the  time  frames  are, 

I'm  still  a little  bit  confused  as  to  that. 
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MR.  BRADSHAW:  For  the  record,  I'm  Stan  Bradshaw,  and  the  ' 
time  frame,  in  terms  of  comment  period  as  to  this  particular  draft 
are  30  days  from  the  time  that  it  was  issued,  and  I believe  it  was| 

issued  on  April  29.  Thus,  the  end  of  comment  period  would  be  i 

i 

May  29,  unless  an  extension  is  requested,  in  which  case  a 15-day  i 
extension  can  be  granted,  and  I believe  that  the  Bureau  of  Indian  i’ 
Affairs  has  requested  that  extension.  So,  that's  the  initial  time* 
frame.  i 

MR.  ROY:  I just--  for  the  record,  I don't  really  know  at  thi' 
time  what  type  of  legal  remedy  we  would  seek.  I suppose  it  would  j 
be  injunction  in  nature.  I think  the  county  will  be  named,  the  Stj 
Department,  the  developers,  and  anybody  else  that  is  necessary  j 
dependent  to  the  action,  and  I really  don't  know  at  this  time  just 
what  remedy  we  are  seeking  or  what  the  Department  will  do  to  react | 
to  that  complaint  when  it  is  filed.  These  are  a lot  of  unknowns. 
That's  all  I wanted  to  say.  Mr.  Gervais? 

MS.  JAMISON:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Roy.  Next  opponent,  Mr.  Bob 
Gervais? 


BOB  GERVAIS 

MR.  GERVAIS:  Bob  Gervais,  Tribal  Gouncilman,  Ghairman  of  the. 
Lakeshore  Gommittee  for  the  Tribe,  and  all  I have  to  say  --  I woui 

I 

like  to  had  seen  this  meeting  in  Browning.  Way  out  here  --  well,  v, 
don't  have  too  many  opponents  anyway,  but  I would  like  to  say  this 
is  one  of  our  last  ditch  stands  and  we're  going  to  battle  all  the  i 
way,  and  we  have  the  right  to  close  the  lake,  which  we  will  do.  Wej 
have  a lot  of  help,  a lot  of  lawyers  who  are  very  sympathetic  to  j 
our  cause,  and  it's  going  to  be  a good  one,  and  as  far  as  I'm  . 
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concerned,  we  want  to  win.  Thank  you. 

MS.  JAMISON:  Thank  you.  Are  there  any  other  opponents  in 
the  audience  who  would  like  to  testify  and  who  have  not  submitted 
their  names?  (SILENCE)  Now,  I have  a list  of  persons  in  attend- 
ance, and  I would  like  to  know  whether  or  not,  as  I read  these 
names,  these  individuals  would  be  interested  in  coming  to  the 
podium  and  testifying  as  neutrals.  Mr.  Lester  Johnson? 


MR. 

JOHNSON: 

No  . 

MS. 

JAMISON: 

Okay.  Mr. 

Reid  --  Miss  Reid? 

MRS 

. REID : Mrs . Reid . 

No,  I have  nothing.  I'm  here  to  learn 

MS. 

JAMISON: 

Bob  and  Ann  Frauson?  (NEGATIVE  RESPONSE) 

Marquardt ? 

MR. 

MARQUARDT : 

No. 

MR. 

BRADSHAW: 

Ashmore? 

MR. 

ASHMORE : 

No,  thanks 

MS. 

JAMISON: 

Okay.  Mr. 

Reely? 

MR. 

REELY:  No. 

MS. 

JAMISON: 

All  right. 

If  there  are  no  other  individuals 

in  the  audience  who  would  like  to  testify,  I would  like  to  close  by 
saying  --  by  requesting  all  individuals  who  have  not  received  a 
draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  who  are  in  the  audience  and 
would  like  to  receive  one  to  please  come  up  to  any  of  the  indivi- 
duals at  the  podium,  leave  your  name  and  address,  and  we  will  make 
sure  that  you  receive  one  within  a few  days.  I think  that  takes  -- 
all  right,  just  come  up  to  the  podium,  we  have  available  copies. 
Since  there's  no  other  testimony,  meeting  adjourned. 

(MEETING  CONCLUDED  8:20  P.M.) 
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Meeting  proceedings  were  reduced  to  writing,  to-wit: 
shorthand;  and  were  also  recorded  on  a tape  recording  machine. 

I,  Paulette  Duncan,  do  hereby  certify  that  I was  present  in  the 
Saint  Mary  Visitors  Center,  Glacier  National  Park,  Saint  Mary, 
Montana,  on  Tuesday,  the  17th  day  of  May,  1977  and  recorded  the 
proceedings  reported  herein  on  pages  1 through  10,  inclusive,  an(] 
that  the  foregoing  transcript  contains  the  true,  accurate  and 
correct  transcript  of  the  proceedings,  including  all  matters 
discussed  thereat. 
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